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CURRENT TOPICS. 


‘Mr. James Srinuine, of the Equity Bar, has been 
‘appointed Junior Equity Counsel to the Treasury, in 
succession to Mr. Joun Ricry, Q.C. 





Mr. Justice Fry and Mr. Justice Kay have decided 
from the commercement of the present sittings to fix 
their time of sitting at 10.30. The Master of the 
Rolls is now the only judge of the Chancery Division 
“who takes his seat at 10 o'clock. 





We peeve that strenuous exertions are being made 
to complete the rooms in the Royal Courts of Justice 
intended for the chief clerks of the four judges of the 
Chancery Division before Midsummer next, with a view 
of saving the rent of the offices now occupied by those 
officials, which amounts to about £650 a year. 





Unper THE oLp practice of the Court of Chancery, 
where the costs of any defendant were to be borne by 


another defendant, the practice was to direct the plaintiff 
to pay them to the defendant who was to receive 
them, and then recover them against the defendant 
‘who was to pay them. The present practice, as laid 





down by the Master of the Rolls in a recent case in the 
Court of Appeal is “not to order the plaintiff to pay,.the 
costs of a co-defendant and then have them over again 
from the other defendant, but to make a direct order 
forthe payment of the co-defendant’s costs by the other 
defendant.” Otherwise, adds the learned judge, if the 
other defendant happened to be insolvent, the plaintiff 
would have to pay the co-defendant’s costs, and would 
lose them altogether. It may be questioned whether 
this rule, although applicable to the case before the 
court, is not laid down in too general terms. 





Tr appears that the memorap~ tred to in the 
first paragraph of Lord Beacon il, designating 
certain articles as intended for personal remembranegs to 
his friends, hasnot yet been discovered. Itmay bedoubted 
whether, if discovered, it will be of any legal validity. 
In order to give effect by a will to a memorandum or 
paper signed by the testator, but not itself a testamentary 
writing, it is necessary that such memorandum should 
‘be shown to have been in existence at the time when 
the will was executed”: (per Lord Carens in Singleton 
v. Tomlinson, L. R. 3 H. L. p. 414.) Now, the words of 
Lord BzaconsFizLp's will, as given in the daily papers, 
are “‘ except any articles belonging to me which I may 
by any memorandum in my own handwriting, or by any 
paper signed by me, designate as intended for personal 
remembrances to my friends, and which memorandum or 
paper I direct may have the same force and effect as if 
it had formed part of this my will.” The first part of 
this clause clearly contemplates the memorandum as not 
being then in existence, but to be made thereafter. 
With regard to the direction at the end of the clause, 
however clear may be the wish of a testator to in- 
corporate in his will, and have read as part of it, an un- 
attested future writing, it is certain that he cannot thus 
create for himself a power of testamentary disposition 
unfettered by the safeguards which the law has thrown 
round the execution of wills (see Countess Ferraris v. 
Marquis of Hertford, 3 Curt. 468). 


THE FIRST MONTHLY List of persons detained in prison 
under the Protection of Person and Property (Ireland) 
Act, 1881, has, in accordance with the provisions of sub- 
section 4 of section 1 of the Act, been presented to Parlia- 
ment, It contains the names of thirty-five prisoners, all 
of whom have been ‘‘ reasonably suspected ” of crimes 
punishable by law, and are now in Kilmainbam Prison, 
Dublin. At the head of the list is the name of Micuazn 
Boyton, stated to be suspected of having within a pre- 
scribed district, “incited divers persons to murder 
certain other persons,’ and Joun Natty is stated to 
be detained on the same grounds. Among other 
crimes which the respective persons in custody have 
been ‘reasonably suspected” of having committed 
within prescribed districts, are the following: “ treason- 
able practices” ; intimidating (or inciting others to in- 
timidate) certain of her Majesty’s subjects “with .a 
view to compel them to leave their lawful employments”; 
inciting divers persons to assemble and maliciously 
assault the dwelling-house of one of her Majesty's 
subjects, and unlawfully and maliciously to shoot at 
certain of her Majesty’s subjects; assembling with 
others and assaulting certain dwelling-houses, and by 
threats and menaces causing certain arms and 
to be delivered up; shooting, with intent todo grievous 
bodily harm; inciting to arson; riot, and unlawful 
assembly, or inciting thereto ; intimidating persons, with 
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a view to compel them not to pay rent, or to compel 
them to quit their farms and give up their lawful occu- 
pation ; maiming cattle ; intimidating a person with a 
view to compel him to join the Land League; and 
intimidating others with a view to compel them to 
abstain from dealing with a certain person. 





TuE ReEPLiEs of the county court judges and registrars 
to the Lord Chancellor’s circular requesting information 
concerning the recent operation of bills of sale, espe- 
cially under the Act of 1878, with suggestions for the 
amendment of the law, have been published. They 
are, as might be expected, of a diverse character, 
but most of them concur in representing the evil results 
of the present enactment, and in stating vhat it is 
principally made use of by the professional money- 
lender. Many of the replies refer to the enormous 
number of bills of sale for under £20, and the heavy 
rate of interest charged, and several of the writers are in 
favour of a more or less modified re-enactment of the 
usury laws. Most of the answers point to the de- 
sirability of registration of bills of sale in the 
county courts, and the exhibition of a list of bills of 
sale in the offices of the courts. Several of the writers 
would have bills of sale of after-acquired property made 
void, and among these is Mr. Danizt, Q.C., who says, 
“The decisions of the courts have greatly increased 
the evils to creditors by recognizing the validity of 
bills of sale which include after-acquired property, 
especially stock-in-trade, a misapplication, if I may pre- 
sume to say so, of the principle of the case in the House 
of Lords of Marshall v. Holroyd. I should think the 
experience of every county court judge would confirm 
these remarks.” Mr. Danret also points out, what no 
one who knows anything of the subject can doubt, 
that one main cause of the evil of the present system 
is due to section 20 of the Act of 1878, taking chattels 
comprised in a duly registered bill of sale out of the 
operation of the order and disposition clause of the 
Bankruptcy Act. As Mr. Exuis, the registrar of the 
Sunderland County Court, says, “It is the absolute 
security which has thus been given to the registered 
holder that has, in my opinion, invited the attention of 
money-lenders to transactions in which their principal 
is secured, and the only question is how much they can 
extract by way of so-called ‘ bonus’ from the unfortunate 
borrower.” 


Mr. Ryanps has raised in the House of Commons the 
question of taking proceedings against solicitors who 
have been scheduled in the reports of Election Com- 
missioners as having been guilty of corrupt practices 
at the last general election; and it appears from the 
reply of the Attorney-General that the Council of the 
Ineorporated Law Society have resolved that, since all 
the solicitors scheculed have received from the com- 
missioners certificates of indemnity, under the 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 57,8. 10, it would be acting contrary to the 
spirit of that enactment if proceedings were to be in- 
stituted against them with a view to their being struck 
off the rolls. Section 9 of the statute in question 
provides that a witness who, upon examination before 
the commissioners, ‘‘ makes a true discovery to the best 
of his knowledge touching all things az to which he is so 
examined, shall be freed from all penal actions, for- 
Seitures, punishments, disabilities, and incapucities to 
which he may have been or may become liable or 
subject at the suit of her Majesty, her heirs or 
successors, or any other person, for anything done 
by such person in respect of such corrupt practice.” 
By section 10 a witness so examined is not to be in- 
demnified under the Act unless he receives from the 
commissioners a certificate in writing under their hands 
to the effect that he has made a true disclosure as to all 
things upon which he has been examined, and the pro- 





ceedings in any “action, information, or indictment” 
against the witness for any corrupt practice at the 
election which has been inquired into is to be stayed on 
the production and proof of the certificate. Although a 
proceeding taken with a view to striking a solicitor off 
the rolls would not be an “action, information, or 
indictment” within section 10, it would seem to fal} 
within the “ disabilities and incapacities ’’ mentioned in 
section 9, Any other construction of the statute would 
place a solicitor giving evidence before the commissioners 
in a worse position than an ordinary witness, since his 
examination would expose him to a risk from which a 
certificate of indemnity could not protect him. 





Mr. C. Nasu writes to us:—I have just disentombed 
the only official record of the entry into public life of Mr, 
D'Israzui, and it may be a fitting pendant to the account 
of his quitting it. It is his “‘ apprenticeship indenture,” 
recorded No. 2,953 of the old King’s Bench of 1821, 
ip the usual manner, with an affidavit of the execution, 
The date is the 10th of November, 1821, between 
Isaac D’Israzxi, of Bloomsbury-square, Esquire, Ben. 
gamin D’Israzur his son, and Wrui1am SreEvens, 
of Frederick-place, solicitor (Swamy, Srevens, & Co.), 
whereby the son was placed for five years from the 
date as clerk to learn, &c., in usual form, to become “ an 
attorney of the King’s Bench, and a solicitor in chan- 
cery.” The deed was executed by all three parties and 
filed on the 13th of November. He performed the usual 
routine of an office, as I have had papers in my hand in 
dorsed ‘‘ Served copy on clerk on date, B. D’I.” AndI 
am probably the last survivor of his then surroundings, 
then in my teens when he was in his twenties. The firm 
had the largest business of the day, and amongst its 
elevés were Mr. Justice Parx, Master Unruanx, and 
Mr, Diesy Seymour, Q.C. 








Mr. William Barber, Professor of the Law of Real 
and Personal Property to the Council of Legal Educa- 
tion, will, during the ensuing cducational term, deliver 
twelve lectures on ‘‘ Vendors and Purchasers of Real 
Estate.” The first lecture will be delivered on Friday, 
April 29, at 3.5 p.m. The subsequent lectures on this 
subject will be delivered on Tuesdays at 4 p.m., and 
Fridays at 3.5 p.m. The lectures on this subject will 
be suspended after Tuesday, May 17, and be resumed on 
Friday, June 17, at the usual hour, The lectures will 
be delivered in Gray’s-inn-hall, 


A writer in the Albany Law Journal, discussing the law 
relating to drinks, says that the Court of Queen’s Bench, ia 
Ontario, had on one occasion to wrestle with the question 
whether “Old Tom gin” is spirits, ‘‘It tock the judges 
about six months to decide the point. Witnesses and 
dictionaries were called in to the assistance of the court. 
Some witnesses thought ‘spirits’ meaut pure, unflavoured 
spirits ; another thought that they lost their character as 
such if mixed with anything else ; that then they became. 
cordial, The general notion was that ‘Old Tom gin’ being 
a compound of spirits, sugar, and flavouring matter, it was no 
longer spirits. But the judge could not see that the admix- 
ture of sugar, with some flavouring essences, to make it more 
agreeable to the taste, could deprive the mixture of its general 
character, any more than the mixing of spirita with water 
to reduce their strength ; nor did he think that the giving 4 
name, or prefix, such as ‘Old Tom,’ to any one of the 
various drinking beverages coming within the term ‘ 5 
freed it from the generic appellation. On the whole, he #44 
clearly of the opinion that Old Tom gin belonged to the 
family known as Spirits: Winning v. Gow (32 A. O. R. 526), 
‘Sweet spirits of nitre’ (we have it upon the authority of 
no less a judgethan Baron Rolfe), is not adapted for ordinary 
use a8 an intoxicating beverage: Attorney-General v. Bailey 
(1 Ex, 292), ‘Spirits’ do not cease to be spirits because 
mixed with small quantities of water: Scott v. Gilmore 
Taunt. 226), This opinion is generally held by the w 
body of liquor sellers.” 
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SEPARATE ESTATE. 


Tus decision recently pronounced by the Court of 
Appeal, in the case of Pike v. Fitzgibbon (noted 
ante, p. 407), may be ve ed the 
law, and to have carried the principle of protecting 
the property of married women to the furthest 
limit for which its advocates have contended. It is 
not likely that any attempt will be made to shake 
that decision. Nor is it likely that, if the attempt were 
made, it would be successful. It does not necessarily 
follow that we must regard the law as it is now settled 
as being the wisest and best possible; but we are quite 
disposed to think that change, if change be desirable, 
can now be effected only by legislation. Nor are we at 
all disposed to deny that, in coming to the conclusion at 
which they arrived, the Court of Appeal were more 
closely in accordance with the spirit of previous de- 
cisions than they would have been if they had decided 
differently. 

At the same time it can hardly be denied that the 
English legal system, while nominally carrying marital 
rights over the wife’s property to an extent which is 
startling to the eyes of a foreigner, does in fact provide 
methods by which such property can be tied up with far 
greater strictness than would be tolerated by any foreign 
code. The devices of the Court of Chancery, in this case 
asin some others, have ended by carrying the refor- 
mation of the law much further than any one would 
have proposed to carry it if it had been made a subject 
of positive legislation. The legislative attempts which 
have been made of late years to give married women a 
legal title to their property independently of settlements 
have no place in them for devices in restraint of antici- 
pation; and it may confidently be predicted that, if the 
whole subject is ever comprehensively dealt with by the 
Legislature, the result will be to leave the property of 
married women much more easily open to the assaults of 
their creditors than it is at present. 


There were in Pike v. Fitzgibbon two salient points for 
decision, both of great importance, and each quite dis- 
tinct from the other. At the time when she contracted 
the obligation under which she was sued by Messrs. 
Pike & Howden, Lady Louisa Fitzgibbon was entitled 
to two separate properties, as to one of which she was 
entitled in possession, and as to other she was entitled 
only in expectation; but as to the former she was 
restrained from anticipation, while as to the latter she 
was not so restrained; and in respect of the former she 
was bound, if at all, only by a general covenant to pay 
the sums advanced with interest, while as to the latter 
she purported to have bound herself, not only by a 
general covenant, but by a direct charge or mortgage 
given upon the property. The action was commenced 
in 1878, during the lifetime of Lady Louisa’s husband, 
when any attempt to affect the property restrained from 
anticipation was evidently hopeless. But the husband 
died pending the action, and Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
holding that his death had put an end for all purposes 
to the restraint, declared that the whole of Lady Louisa’s 
property, including that as to which during coverture 
she was restrained from anticipation, was chargeable 
with the sums claimed (28 W. R, 667). The decision, 
it will be seen, involved two very distinct ques- 
tions :—(1) Can the general covenant of a married woman 
affect her separate estate, to which she was entitled in 
possession, but with restraint from anticipation at the 
date of the covenant, and which she still retains at the 
date of the judgment, provided that the restraint has 
been relaxed by the death of her husband in the interval 
between those two dates? (2) Can the general covenant 
and also the express charge of a married woman affect 
her separate estate, to which she was entitled only in 
expectation, but without any restraint, at the date of 
contracting the obligation, and to which she is entitled 
in possession at the date of the judgment? Both these 





of appeal. A restraint from anticipation, or a want of | 
title in possession, at the time of contracting the obliga- 
tion, are both equally fatal obstacles to the establish- 
ment of a claim against separate estate. 

The language of Lord Eldon in Brandon v. Robin- 
son (18 Ves. 429, at p. 434, where he tells us, for the 
fourth or fifth time, how Lord Thurlow invented the 
restraint clause to improve Miss Watson’s marriage 
settlement, of which he was a trustee) displays very 
clearly his view of the theory upon which the whole 
doctrine of separate estate rested. It depended entirely 
upon the wife’s power to give a sufficient discharge to 
the trustee by means of her separate receipt, and was 
exactly commensurate with that power. He thus 
explains both the power of the wife to bind her separate 
estate by a charge in cases where she was not restrained 
from anticipation, and also her powerlessness to contract 
any obligation in respect of it or to alienate itin cases 
where she was so restrained. In the former case, the 
court gave effect to the assignment, upon the principle 
that the assignee had a right, which the court would 
enforce, to call upon the wife to give effect to her as- 
signment by releasing the trustee. In the latter case, 
the fact that she could give no receipt by way of 
anticipation, but only in respect of income which had 
actually accrued, was the reason why no charge affect- 
ing to bind the restrained estate could take effect. 
If the law of separate estate, as built up by the Court of 
Chancery, is to be regarded as resting upon a definite 
principle instead of vague generalities, it would be 
difficult to lay down a principle more comprehensive 
and plausible than this. And it is difficult to see how 
the Court of Appeal, in Pike v. Fitzgibbon, could have 
come to any other conclusion without entirely repudiating 
Lord Eldon’s reasoning. 


questions have been nppeied inthe -negalite, eithongh 
it appears that only rmer raised by notice | 





THE IRISH LAND BILL. 
II. 


We described in our last article the process by which the | 
ancient tenure by tanistry was, under the Norman 
colonists, gradually converted into a species of villenage, 
a difference, however, which was almost imperceptible 
to the clansmen, who found their practical “ grip of 
land” unaffected thereby, at any rate, for the worse. 
In the natural courseof events this tenure would probably 
have ripened, as a similar condition of things had done 
in England, into a well-defined system of copyhold ; and 
this would, in its turn, have probably been converted, by 
process of enfranchisement or otherwise, into a 

of fee-farm holdings, as has actually taken place in the 
case of the nearest approach to customary tenure which 
was permitted to run its natural course in Ireland—the 
renewable leaseholds. (That the outcome of such a 
system must necessarily have been the creation, by 
contract, of agricultural tenancies for short terms or from 
year to year, does not affect the question: it may be 
admitted that this system is the most advantageous— 
as it certainly is the most theoretically perfect—upon 
which land can be occupied for agricultural purposes, 
but the manner in which, as matter of history, it 
has been arrived at must always exercise a powerful in- 
fluence over its fitness for the requirements of any 
particular society.) But two causes, very different in 
their nature, combined to prevent this result. In the 
first place, the English Government, shortly after the 
accession of Henry VII., wakened up to the fact that its 
suzcrainty in Ireland, hitherto scarcely more than nominal, 
was in danger of disappearing altogether. Hence re- 
sulted a sudden access of centralization on the part of 
the Government, the weight of which was first felt by 
the turbulent Norman nobles who had been accustomed 














486 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





pane 8 


April 30, 1881, 





to undisputed le rule over their territories,* 
and thus provoked successive acts of “rebellion” which, 
beginning with the execution of the “six Geraldines” 
in the reign of Henry VIII., and ending with the destruc- 
tion of the Earldom of Desmond under Elizabeth, intro- 
duced, over the whole of the colonized territory, a new 
generation of settlers, who had nothing in common either 
with the early “ conquerors ” or the original inhabitants. 
And the suppression, at the end of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, of the last remaining vestige of independent 
authority, by the ity aa er rie” nl 
brought forcibly to the” ce of the people a 4 
and entirely unsuspected, legal result of the peculiar 
conditions of their tenure. For while, on the one 
hand, the relation of lord and vassal, which subsisted 
between the Crown and the Earl, naturally involved 
the forfeiture of all his lands on the failure of his in~ 
surrection, the people were, on the other hand, deprived 
of the protection which the same feudal relation could 
have afforded them, by the fact that the immediate 
freehold of all the land was vested in the chieftain per- 

mally. In other words, had the tenure by tanistry 
been recognized in its entirety, the attainder of one 
chieftain would only have transferred the land to his 
successor, on behalf of the tribe; had the actual tenants 
been recognized as feudally “ seised,”’ they would have 
been entitled, on condition of attornment and fealty to 
the Crown as the new grantees, to remain in possession 
of their freeholds; as it was the forfeiture of the chief 
entailed the actual expulsion of the bulk of the people 
from their homes, and the settlement, on a vast extent 
of country, of an.entirely new population. It is not 
material to our purpose to discuss the details of the set- 
tlement thus effected: roughly stated, “ the six counties ” 
were granted by the Crown to certain ‘‘ adventurers,” 
principally military officers, and to a number of the 
great London companies, upon certain very stringent 
conditions as to settlement thereon of specified numbers 
of Scotch or English immigrants: and these latter were 
attracted in the requisite numbers by the offer of a 
new, and peculiarly complicated, interest in the land, in 
the shape of leases.for lives containing a covenant for 
perpetual renewal. The holders of these leases were 
obviously the practical owners of the land, subject only 
to the payment of the rent and fines, and this tenure, 
which was in effect a ‘‘ copyhold by contract ” has since 
| been converted by Act of Parliament into a tenure in 
| fee-farm, subject to a slightly enhanced rent to cover the 
| loss of the fines upon renewal. 

It might, not unreasonably, have been anticipated that 
such a land system as this would have covered the 
country with a “peasant proprietory” of the most 
satisfactory nature, holding the original allotments, 
unaltered or but slightly modified in extent, and in the 
mumbers fixed by the Ordinance of James I. as sufficient 
for the entire population of the district. The action of 
natural economical laws is not, however, so easily set 
aside, and the ownership of the land subject to these 
leases became slowly but steadily concentrated, some- 
times by- purchase by the reversioner, oftener by the 
ordinary course cf the market, sometimes, but very 
rarely, by forfeiture for breach of condition; so that 
the existing f- farm tenants, instead of being the actual 
cultivat: the soil, belong, with rare exceptions, to 
the “ rd” class, of whom indeed they form, in the 
counties in question, the most numerous part. 

Throughout the rest of Ireland the process was some- 
what different, but the ultimate outcome was the same: 
the grantees of the forfeited lands let them upon long 
leases—originally generally for ninety-nine years, but 
afterwards more usually for “ thirty-one years and three 
lives” —to “ middle-men,” who, in their turn, sub-let to 





* The character of this rule is well illustrated by the stor 
told of the Earl of Ormond (the most consistently loyal of all 
Norman families), who hanged the King’s judges from the 
window of the courthouse in Clonmel for daring “ to bring the 
King’s writ into” his Palatinate, 





the actual occupiers: throughout the south and w : ; 
however, these last were ordinarily the original inhabit. 


ants (not, as in ‘the north, the descendants of new 
settlers), and to these men the changes in their legal re. 
lation to the land were res inter altos actee, the one thing _ 
ever present totheir minds being the fact that they were 
still in occupation (not indeed of the same lands, but) of 
farms in the same district in which their fathers had 
from time immemorial been located, and on very much 
the same terms, 20 far as they were able to appreciate 
them. 

The other cause which, as remarked above, tended ta 
prevent the establishment of a customary tenancy in 
Ireland, was the astounding discovery made by the 
courts of law early in the eighteenth century, that, in- 
asmuch as all exjsting tenancy in Ireland had admittedly 
originated after the commencement of legal memory 
(which had commenced before the introduction of English 
law into the island), therefore, no custom connected with 
the tenure of land could by anypossibility havé a Teg 
origin capable of enforcement. The necessary result of 
this doctrine was to prevent the natural growth of those 
modifications in the incidents of tenure which would 
have adapted the law to the genius of the people 
and the requirements of the time, or, at least, 
when such modifications naturally arose, to leave the 
party—whichever it might be—who desired to rely upon 
them, absolutely dependent on the good faith and good 
feeling of the other. 

The course of events.described had so far proceeded by 
the middle of the eighteenth century, that, while the 
ultimate freehold of the-dand*of Ireland was concen- 
trated in comparatively few hands, their immediate 
tenants were a numerous, but steadily diminishing, body 
of leaseholders, either for long terms, or, practically, 
for ever, beneath whom, again, came the actual culti- 
vators of the soil, even then in inconveniently large num- 
bers (relatively to the productive power of the land), 
with a tenure Jegally of the most precarious nature, 
actually,-tn-most cases, O16 on sufferaiicé mérely (for 
few, if any, of them coul@”ever-have paid the arrears 
of rent due from them, if demanded), and yet practically 
in continuous, almost hereditary, occupation, The 
coursé of politieal events, however, about that time, made 
it the interest of the landowners to encourage the 
multiplication of freehold tenancies, and at the same 
time, as far as possible, preserve their ascendancy 
over the tenantry thus created, with results which will be 
shortly mentioned in our next article. ‘ 











DISCLAIMER OF LEASES UNDER 


THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 
I. 
Tue new disclaimer clause is, no doubt, a great improve- 
ment upon that in the Act of 1869. It is no longer pro- 
vided that upon the execution of the disclaimer the 
property disclaimed shall, if the same is a lease, be 
deemed to have been surrendered, but the property “if 
a lease, shall be deemed to have determined at the same 
date [i.c., the order of adjudication], so far as regards 
the interest of the bankrupt therein, and the liability of 
himself and his property, and the trustee, to the por- 
formanee of the covenants and conditions thereof,. . + 
and shall (unless the court otherwise order) pass to the 
person (if any) entitled thereto on the determination of 
the estate or interest of the bankrupt therein, 
but in no case shall any estate or interest or 
liability therein.or thereunder remain in the bankrupt.” 
The disclaimer is not to prejudico any act “ previously 
done in good faith by the trustee in reference to the 
disclaimed property.” The provision of section 24 of 
the present Act, as to notice to the trustee to disclaim, is 
repeated. The effect of Reed v. Harvey (28 W. R. 
423) is done away with by providing in the Bill, in- 
stead of by rules, that ‘a trustee shall not be entitled 
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disclaim a lease without the leave of the 


°. 


gai make f s 
trystee personally, or out of the bankrupt’s p) ty, 
of such sum as it thinks fit, in respect of the h of 
any covenant -relating to the leasehold property and 
on with the land, provided that the breach has 
-ogcurred with the knowledge of the trustee 
and before the date of the dieclaimer.” And 
sub-clause (8) provides that ‘“‘the court may, on 
application by any person claiming any interest in any 
-disclaimed property, and on hearing such persons as it 
thinks fit, make an order for the vesting of the property 
-or delivery thereof (with any deeds or documents 
relating thereto) to any person entitled thereto, or a 
trustee for him, and on such terms as the court thinks 
_just; and on any such vesting order Dang made, the 
property comprised therein shall vest accordingly in the 
person therein named on that behalf, without any con- 
veyance or assignment for the purpose, and any such 
vesting order shall not be liable to stamp duty.” And, 
finally, the clause of the present Act as to proof by 
persons injured by the disclaimer is repeated. 

The effect of these provisions will, so far as we can 
see, be this :—Upon the disclaimer of a lease by a trustee 
all interest and liability of the bankrupt and trustee 
under the lease will cease, and the “property dis- 
claimed ” [the draftsman’s English in sub-clause (d) is 
peculiar, but this must be the meaning] will (unless the 
court otherwise orders) pass to the person entitled thereto 
on the determination of the estate or interest of the bank- 
rupt therein.” The “property disclaimed ”’ is the estate 
and interest of the bankrupt in the lease; the person 
entitled to the estate and interest of the bankrupt on 
the determination of his lease must be the lessor. On 
the execution of a disclaimer by the trustee, therefore, 
the estate and interest of the bankrupt in the lease will 
pass to the lessor. If there is no sub-lease, there will be 
-an end of the matter, If there is a sub-lease, the sub- 
lessee may apply to the court for an order vesting the 
property in him as “a person entitled thereto” on 
equitable terms. If he does so apply, and the court 
makes an order, there is again an end of the matter. 

But suppose the sub-lessee—a mortgagee or a person 
holding a sub-lease at a peppercorn rent, says, “I will 
not apply to the court; I will stand on my legal rights,” 
what then is to be done? The clause appears to contain 
nothing to interfere with his legal rights, for, as we 
have seen, itis only the “interest ” of the bankrupt which 
is to cease and to pass (in the absence of any order of 
the court) to the lessor. Moreover, after the merger 
of the bankrupt lessee’s reversion on the sub-lease in 
the reversion of the lessor, the provision of 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 106, s. 9, would seem to apply, and, the 
eversion expectant on the sub-lease having merged, the 
estate of the lessor will, ‘‘to the extent and for the 
purpose of preserving such incidents to, and obligations 
on, the same reversion, as, but for the merger thereof, 
Would have subsisted, be deemed the reversion expectant” 
on the sub-lease. 

If we are right in this view, (which, it will be under- 
stood, we merely state as a query, since it is difficult to 
‘suppose that the framers of the Bill can have overlooked 
the effect of the Act of 8 & 9 Vict.), the result will be 
that, if no order is made by the court, the lessor may 
be saddled with a sub-lease for all the term, less one 

, at no rent, and with no covenants. It is no answer 
to say that the landlord may apply to the court for ar 
order vesting the property in the sub-lessee at the 
original rent and subject to the original covenants; as 
the clause stands, there appears to be nothing to prevent 
the sub-lessee from refusing to accept the property 
Vested in him by the order of the court, This is an 
Agteeable prospect for the lessor. How the clause should 
e amended we shall consider next weck. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


CALL OF SOLICITORS TO THE BAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} : 

Sir,—I should be glad if you would kindly publish 
the following correspondence, and thus enable me 
publicly to answer the numerous inquiries constantly 
being made of me as to the position of this question, in 
which such great interest is taken. 

Gray’s-inn, April 26. 


[The following is the correspondence referred to :— 


Gray’s-inn, March 12, 1881. 
To John M. Clabon, Esq., President of the Incorporated 
Law Society. 

Sir,—From correspondence and interviews I have had 
with many members of the junior branch of the legal 
profession, and inquiries made of me, I venture to pre- 
dict that if the regulations of the Inns of Court are only 
altered as suggested by those societies, such alteration 
would not be favourably received, and it is hoped that 
the council of the Law Society will reject the proposi- 
tion, and accept such terms only as give to solicitors 
corresponding advantages to those en} oyed by barristers 
desirous of changing from one branch to the other. It 
were better that we took no concession from the Inns of 
Court than that we should accept an unsatisfactory 
proposition, as in so doing we should be only weakening 
our hands in presently applying for legislative enact~- 
ment upon the subject, as determined upon at the last 
annual meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
also at the annual provincial meeting of the same society 
held at Sheffield last year. : ; 

To compel a solicitor after many years’ practice, and 
who, it may be, is retiring from his branch of the 
profession, to pass a schoolboy’s examination again 
before he can seek higher honours in the law, is so 
patent an anomaly that I need not here Tepeat the 
many arguments I have written and published upon 
the subject. ; : 

I beg to enclose form of a resolution which I aub- 
mit to the council would meet the justness of the 
case if the Iuns of Court approve of it. 

It is proposed (to strengthen the hands of the council 
if they adhere to the resolutions passed at the. meet- 
ings referred to, and on public grounds) to form a large 
committee consisting not only of solicitors (of whom 
every one will be invited to join), but also of barris- 
ters (many of whom have expressed themselves in favour 
of the desired change), and likewise of members of 
Parliament, several having already promised such a@ 
measure as that referred to their support. 

Taking muchinterestin this subject, and having worked 
resolutely for some time past, on public as well as pro- 
fessional grounds, to remove the anomaly now under dis- 
cussion, is the reason of my troubling you with this com- 
munication, J. Perry Goprrey. 


J. Perry Goprrer. 


Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
April 2. 
Dear Sir,—Your letter of the 12th ultimo has been 
placed before the council, who desire me to inform you 
that the matter to which you refer is now receiving their 
consideration. E. W. Wuittamson, Secretary. 


To J. Perry Godfrey, Esq., 6, South-square, Gray’s 
Inn, 

The following is a copy of the resolution referred to 
as proposed by Mr. Godfrey :—‘‘ Resolved that every 
person who shall have been a certificated solicitor for a 
period of not less than ten years, but who shall not have 
been admitted a solicitor under the provisions of section 4 
of the Solicitors Act, 1860, or who shall not have been 
exempted under section 11 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, 
from passing the preliminary examination; and who 
shall have procured himself to be struck off the roll of 
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solicitors of the Supreme Court, and shall obtain a 
certificate, signed by the president or other the chief 
officer for the time being of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, on behalf of the 
council of the said society (being the society mentioned in 
the Solicitors Act, 1877), of his being a fit and proper 
person to practise as a barrister, shall be entitled to be 
admitted a member of any of the Inns of Court upon 
payment of the usual fees (other than deposit or caution 
money) payable on such admission, and after having 
been so admitted and kept terms for one year he shall 
be entitled to be examined by the Council of Legal 
Education, or other the duly authorized examining 
_ power at the next final or any subsequent final examina- 
tion of members of the Inn to which he has been so 
t:dmitted, and on passing such examination to receive 
a certificate that he has so passed, as if he had kept all 
his terms and had otherwise qualified himself for such 
examination, and upon obtaining such certificate he 
shall, as regards his being called to the bar, be in the 
same position in all respects as if he had conformed to 
all the regulations, and complied with all the formalities 
required by the Inn to be observed or complied with 
respectively as a preliminary to his being called to the 
bar, and be entitled to be called accordingly.’’] 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY AND 
THE ‘* LAW LIST.” 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—The enclosed copy letter from the editor of the 
Law List will explain how the errors in that publication 
arose which necessitated the ‘‘ correct list’”’ of members 
desired by the council. 

If you can find space for it I shall be obliged, and I 
will not again trespass on your kindness in this matter. 

Joun NicHoLts. 

73, Gresham-street, E.C., April 20. 

[The following is the letter referred to :— 


Somerset House, April 7. 
Sir,— 
The Incorporated Lew Society and the Law List. 

The reply to your letter of the 4th inst., with reference 
to the practice of distinguishing by means of an 
asterisk members of the above society, has beeu delayed 
in order that I might obtain copies of the Soxicrrors’ 
Journal of the 26th ult. and 2nd inst., containing the 
correspondence to which you direct my attention. 

Ihave now to inform youthat complaints of inaccuracies 
have not been brought under my notice, but this may be 
explained by the fact that the marks denoting membership 
have been inserted in the Law List by the officers of the 
Law Society, who alone were responsible, as I understand, 
for ary errors of description in this respect. 

This system was continued till the year 1880, when 
the Law Society, instead of entering the marks in the 
proof-sheets of the official list compiled by myself, as 
they had been in the habit of doing, furnished the 
publishers with a separate list of members, so that the 
marks might be entered in the proof-sheets by the 
publishers themselves. 

As this list was accompanied by other lists, showing or 
intended to show the extent to which it required correc- 
tion, some confusion eeems to have arisen in the minds 
of the publishers as to the particular way in which they 
were to be spplied, and hence may have occurred the 
recent inaccuracies alluded to.—I am, Sir, your obedient 
servant, W. H. Cousins, Ed. Law List. 

J. Nicholls, Esq.] 





CUSTOMS AND INLAND REVENUE BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—This Bill, brought in to alter the probate and 
legacy duties, provides (clause 34) *‘ (1) where the whole 
personal estate and effects of any deceased person, 
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without any deduction for debts or funeral expenses: 
shall not exceed the value of £300, it shall be lawfu 
for the person intending to apply for probates or letters. 
of administration in England or Ireland to deliver to 
any officer of Inland Revenue a notice in writing,” &, 

“‘(3) The principal registrars of the Probate, Divoree,. 
and Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice 
in England . . . shall prescribe the forms of notice 
and make such regulations as may be necessary with 
respect to the transmission of the notice by the officer, 
the steps to be taken for the preparation and filling up. 
of forms,” &c. 

by 36 & 37 Vict. c. 52, in the case of a man dying inr 
testate whose estate is under £100, his widow or children, 
if living more than three miles from a district registry, 
may apply to a county court registrar, who shall prepare 
the papers and carry through the grant by letter com- 
munication with the Probate Registry ; and by 38 & 3% 
Vict. c. 27, the benefits of the former Act are extended 
to the surviving children of poor intestate widows. 

The Acts 38 & 39 Vict.c. 41, and 39 & 40 Vict. c, 
24, contain like enactments as to Scotch estates, testate 
or intestate, under £100, the only difference being that 
the application is made direct to the commissary clerk, 
instead of the county court registrar with the probate 
registrar. 

Under the present Bill (clause 35) these two Scotch 
Acts are extended from the limit of £100 to £300, and 
the old procedure is retained, but nothing is said as to the 
two English Acts I have noticed. If it be intended that 
they shall be repealed (which they ought to be) they 
should be added to the schedule of repealed Acts. If i¢ 
is not so intended, then, to prevent any doubt, their 
operation should be expressly saved. 

It would be most absurd, and surely cannot be in- 
tended, as regards England alone, to keep up one pro- 
cedure for the estate of a man dying intestate and 
leaving a widow and children, or of an intestate widow 
with estates under £100, and also another procedure 
for estates under £300 (not being such intestates 
leaving widows, or intestate widows), whether the par- 
ties die testate or intestate. As the Bill stands such 
would be the case. Joun GRAHAM. 

8, Westminster Chambers, Westminster. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


WINDING-UP PeTITION—SrayING PROCEEDINGS AGAINST 
CoMPANY— UNREGISTERED CoMPANY—JUBISDICTION—Dis- 
CRETION OF CourT—PractTiCE—Costs—ForMAL Co-DEFEND- 
ant—Companigzs Act, 1862, ss. 85, 199, 201, 204— 
JupicaTvre Act, 1873, ss. 24, 25.—In a case of 
Rudow v. The Great Britain Mutual Life Assurance 
Society, before the Court of Appeal on the 26th inst., & 
question arose as to the power of the court to stay pro- 
ceedings against a company not registered under the 
Companies Act, 1862, during the pendency of a petition 
for the winding up of the company. Section 85 of the Act 
empowers the court, at any time after the presentation of 
@ petition for winding up a company “under this Act,” 
and before maxing a winding-up order, to restrain further 
proceedings in any action, &c., against the company, on 
such terms as the court thinks fit, Section 199 (in part $ 
of the Act) provides that an unregistered company may be 
wound up under the Act, and that all provisions of the 
Act with respect to winding up shall (with certain ex- 
ceptions) apply to sucha company. Section 201 empowers 
the court at any time after the presentation of a petition 
for winding up an unregistered-company, and before 
making ® winding-up order, to restrain farther proceed- 
ings in any action, &., against any contribu of the 
company, or against the company, ‘‘as herein pro~ 
vided,” upon such terms as the court thinks fit. Section 
204 enacts that the provisions made by that part of the 
Act with respect to unregistered compenies shall be 
deemed to be made in addition to and not in restriction of, 





Pare eee ee EE WN Se 
















THE SOLICITOR JOURNAL. 


489 





April 30, 1881. 





any provisions thereinbefore contained with respect to 
winding up companies by the court, and there is a pro- 
viso that ‘‘an unregistered company shall not, except in 
the event of its being wound up, be deemed to be a 
company under this Act.” In the present case the de- 
fendant company was not registered under the Act of 
1862. ‘he action was brought by the mortgagee of a 
policy which had been granted by the company on the 
life of a person who was deaG. ‘The mortgagor was 
made a co-defendant. The company ultimately aban- 
doned their defence to the action, and consented te 
the policy-money, which had been paid into court, 
being paid ont to the plaintiff. An order was also made 
for payment of the plaintiff's costs by the company. 
This was on the 6th of August. The mortgagor had 
taken out a aummons for the payment of his costs. This 
was resisted by the company, on the ground that the 
mortgagor was not a necessary party, and the hearing of 
the summons was adjourned till after the long vacation. At 
the end of October a petition was presented for the windirg 
ap of the company, and a winding-up order was made by 
Hall, V.C., on the 19th of November. On the 24th 
of November this order was discharged by the Court of 
Appeal, and the petition was ordered to stand over, with a 
view to the arrangement of the company’s affairs under 
section 22 of tho Life Assurance Companies Act of 1870. On 
the 3rd of December the mortgagor’s summons was heard by 
Bacon, V.C., and an order was made that the plaintiff should 
pay the mortgagor’s costs, and should recover them from the 
company. The plaintiff paid these costs, and then, not 
having been repaid by the company, issued execution against 
them for the amount. The company then applied to Bacon, 
V.C., to stay the execution. The Vice-Chancellor refused the 
application, on the ground that, by virtue of the proviso at the 
end of section 204, the provisions of the Act, and of section 
85 in particular, did not extend to an unregistered company 
entil an order had been made to wind it up, because such a 
company was not to be deemed a company under the Act, 
except in the event of its being wound up. The Court of 
Appeal (JessEx, M.R., and Baccattay and Lusu, LJJ.) 
differed from the Vice-Chancellor on this point, JxssEt, 
U.R., said that the Vice-Chancellor read the words “ being 
wound up” in section 204 as if they had been “ having been 
wound up.” This construction would make the Act hope- 
lessly unworkable ; an unregistered company could not be 
wound up under it at all. What was meant was that an 
unregistered company should not be deemed to be a company 
under the Act except for the purpose of proceedings to wind 
it up, and the jurisdiction under section 85 must apply to an 
unregistered company, a8 well as to a registered company. 
But the Vice-Chancellor’s decision was affirmed on a 
different ground. Jxsset, M.R., said that the compauy 
might, on the hearing of the mortgagor’s summons, have 
taken the objection that the pendency of the winding-up 
petition was an answer to the application, or they might have 
applied themselves to stay the proceedings. They did not do 
this, but they allowed the order to be made, and the result 
of it was that the plaintiff’s position had been materially 
changed, and by the act of the company. The order made 
her liable to pay the mortgagor's costs, but on the terms of 
getting them back from the company. If she could not 
enforce her execution, she would only get a dividend on the 
costs which she bad paid to the mortgagor, and this would be 
very unjust to her. The court had a discretion under section 
85, and ought to exercise it in favour of the plaintiff by 
allowing her to enforce her execution. JxssEL, M.R., also 
took the opportunity of stating that, in the opinion of 
himself and the Lords Justices, the proper practice now, since 
the Judicature Act, in a case where costs are to be given to 
&@ formal co-defendant, which it is intended shall be 
ultimately paid by the principal defendant, is not, as was 
done under the old practice of the Court of Chancery, to order 
the plaintiff to pay the costs, and giving him a right to 
recover them from the principal defendant, but to meke a 
direct order for the payment of the costs by the principal 
defendant. Otherwise, if the principal defendant happened 
to be insolvent, the plaintiff would have to pay the co- 
defendant’s costs, and would lose them altogether. — 
Soxicrtors, Greenfield & Abbott ; Prideaux & Son. 


Witt—Girr or Business AND STOCK-IN-TRADE—BARGE- 
BUILDER.—Ino an action of Re Richardson, Richardson v. 





Pilliner, before Vice-Chancellor Hall, on the 27th inst., a 
question was raised as to the meaning and extent of the 
words “stock-in-trade” as applied to the business of a 
barge-builder. James Richardson, by his will, specifically 
bequeathed to the plaintiff his business of a barge-builder, 
carried on at Chiswick, ‘together with all and singular his 
stock-in-trade as a barge-builder, and also all his tools and 
utensils belonging to such trade.” He directed that no 
barge in process of building at his yard at the time of his 
death should be considered as stock-in-trade, but that the 
same should form part of his residuary personal estate, 
which he bequeathed to the defendant upon certain trusts. 
In the present action, which was for the administration of 
the testator’s estate, the chief clerk had found that five old 
barges which belonged to the testator at his death did 
not form part of the “stock-in-trade”’ of the business, but 
belonged to the residue, and an adjourned summons to vary 
his certificate in this respect was now before the court. 
Evidence was given to the effect that in the business of a 
barge-builder it is the custom for the builder, if so required, 
to take an old barge in part payment for a newone. If 
possible, the old barge is repaired, and let out by the builder 
on weekly hire to lightermen and others. This course was 
adopted in the testator’s business, and the rents were treated 
as part of the income of the business, but the defendant 
contended that the old barges so acquired by him did not 
become part of the stock-in-trade of the building business 
any more than a house or any other specific article which 
might be taken in payment would become so, and that, at 
the most, they were part of the stock of a barge-owner as 
distinguished from a builder. Hatt, V.C., allowed the 
summons, saying that the barges in question were comprised 
within the business in the same way that old carriages 
taken by a coach-builder in part payment for a new carriage 
were properly part of his stock-in-trade.—Soutcrrors, Jones 
§ Starling ; Woodbridge & Sons. 


*,* Re Fencorr, DECEASED, Fencotr v. ProupFroor. 
—We have received the following note from Mr. H. A. 
Patience, of No. 17, Gracechurch-street, E.C., with refer- 
ence to the report of this case, which appeared ante, 
p. 392 :—* Your reporter has misconceived the point, which 
the Master of the Rolls stated was an important one to 
solicitors. The facts are shortly as follows :—The defend- 
ants, Joseph Vaughan and wife, were rapresented by Mr. 
John Cotton in the action until a short time before the 
settlement thereof. Messrs. Merediths & Co. then obtained 
the usual order to change solicitors, and they then acted as 
solicitors or agents for defendants Vaughan and wife in place 
of Mr. Cotton. The order for settlement of action directed 
plaintiff to pay the costs of defendants Vaughan and wife, and 
add the amount thereof to his costs, which were to be paid 
by the defendants other than the defendants Vaughan and 
wife. Mr. Cotton carried in his costs, prior to change of 
solicitors, for taxation, and Messrs, Merediths & Co. theirs 
subsequent to such change, and bota bills were taxed. Mr. 
Cotton gave me notice that he had received no money on 
account of his costs feom defendants Vaughan and wife, 
and that he reqaired payment of the amount of his taxed 
costs to be made to him, and not to defendants Vaughan and 
wife, or their then solicitors or agents. I thereupon paid the 
amount claimed to Mr. Cotton. Messrs. Merediths & Co. 
claimed to have this sum paid to defendants Vaughan and 
wife personally, or to themselves on their clients’ order. 
I paid to Messrs. Merediths & Co. the amount of their 
costs subsequent to change, and declined to pay over 
again the amount paid to Mr. Cotton; on this Messrs, Mere- 
diths threatened to issue execution on a separate certificate 
obtained by them from the taxing master er parte, and I 
thereupon served the notice of motion for injunction, &c., 
which resulted in the decision of the Master of the 
Rolls that, notwithstanding the order directed payment 
of the costs direct to the client, Mr. Cotton had a lien, and 
was entitled to enforce the same, and this, although he was 
not then acting as solicitor in the proceedings; and 
plaintiff was entitled to have satisfaction entered upon the 
taxing master’s certiticate and costs of motion,” 
















THE SOLICIORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 30, 188r. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. WILLIAM WALKER: 


Mr. William Walker, barrister, many years a judge of 
county courts, died at his residence, Wilsich, near Doncaster, 
on the 21st inst. Mr. Walker was the son of Mr. William 
Walker, barrister. He was born in 1807, and was educated 
at Trinity College; Cambridge, where he graduated as a 
senior optime and in the third class of the'classical tripos in 
1829, He was called to the barat Linooln’s-inn in Hilary 
Term; 1834, and he formerly practised on the Northern Cir- 
cuit and at the West Riding of Yorkshire Quarter Sessions. 
On the pasting of the first County Court Act he was ap- 
poitited by Lord Cottenham to be judge of county courts 
for Circuit No. 13, comprising Sheffield and other large 
towns in the West Riding, and after sixteen years’ 
jndicial service, he retired on apension. Mr. Walker was a 
magistrate and deputy-lientenant for the West Riding, and 
an active member of the Doncaster Board of Guardians and 
Highway Board, in which capacities bis professional and judi- 
cial experience was of very great value. He was married toa 
daughter of the late Mr. Hugh Parker, banker, of Sheffield. 


MR. HENRY WEST, Q.C. 


Mr. Henry West, Q.C., died at his residence, Loughlin- 
stone House, near Dublin, on the 21st inst., being his seventy- 
third birthday. Mr. West was the son of the Jate Mr. Henry 
West, and was born in 1808. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1831, and he 
was calied to the bar in Ireland in 1833. He formerly prac- 
tised on the Connaught Cireuit, and he was for several years 
one of the prosecnting Crown counsel for the county and 
borough ot Galway. In 1862 he was appointed county 
court judge and chairman of quarter sessions for the county 
of Leurim, and in 1864 be was transferred to the county of 
Wexford, and he held the latter office till 1879, when he 

i Mr. West was also a magistrate for the latter 
county. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 
Easter EXAMINATION, 1881. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the 
following students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed a public examination :— 

Lonis Jobn Aitken, Edward William Bather, and Edward 
Sumner Bird, Lincoln’s-inn; Alan Walter Lennox Boyd, 
Inner Temple; Reginald Brett, Middle Temple ; Frederick 
Gordon Bluoett Campbel], Inner Temple; Charles Henry 
Chadwick, Lincoln’s-inn ; Jobn Brandon Chancellor and 
Henry Reginald Clayton, Inner Temple ; Joseph Coatsworth, 
Linecoln’s-inn ; Charles Henry Cook, Frederick Francis 
Daldy, Hanbury Davis, Edward Louis De Hart, Thomas 
Edward De Sampayo, and Walter Russell Donogh, Inner 
Temple; Arthur Lee Ellis and Charles Gregson Ellis, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Herman Erichsen, Inner Temple; Harry 
Trelawney Eve, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles Henry Evil, Inner 
Temple ; Godfrey Werge Fardell, Gray’s-inn; Arthur Edwin 
Gasper, Inver Temple; Richard William Giles, Middle 
Temple; Herbert Wilson Greene, Inner Temple; William 
Brandford Griffith, Middle Temple ; William Dugdale Har- 
land, Arthor Addlesbaw Hartley, William Frederick 
Barvey, and Percy Ambrose Sewell Hickey, Inner Temple ; 
Spencer Langton Holland, Lincoln’s-inn; Herbert John 
Butler Hollings, and Jonathan Edmondson Joel, Inner 
Temple ; Arthur Macdonald Kirkham, Lincoln’s-inn ; Harry 
Norman Lachlan, Middle Temple ; John Grant Laweon 
and William Edward Lawson, Inner Temple ; Alfred Henry 
Lefroy, Francis Paol Lefroy, and John Henry Lonsdale, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles Carro!l Macnamara, and Sandford 
Moore, Inner Temple; Alexander Falconer Morison, 
Middle Temple ; George Musgrave, Inner Zemple ; Walter 
Jobn Napier, Lincoln’s-ion ; Karl Pearson, Inner Temple ; 
Robert Arthur Berthon Preston, Lincoln’s-inn; Heory 
Laurence Prior, and Mohammed Lutfor Rabman, Inner 
Temple; Henry Charles Richards, Gray’s-inn; Russell 





Brooke Robertson, Middle Temple; David Macdonald 
Robertson-Macdonald, Inner Temple; Frederic Hamilton: 
Salusbury, Lincoln’s- ion; Acdrew Downing Sceales,. 
Middle Temple ; Bovill William Smith, Inner Temple ; 
Gordon Smith, Lincoln’s-inn; Henry John Stanyon, an 
Hogh Arundell Trevanion, Inner Temple ; Daniel Ward, 
and Francis Watkins, Middle Tomple; Edward Vincent: 
Vashar Wheeler, Lincoln’s-inn; Sidney Wright, Thomas: 
Howard Wright, Arthur Watkin Williams Wynn, and. 
Walter Baldwyn Yates, Inner Temple. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination) 
in Roman Law :— 

Andrew Oswald Acworth and Huzh Alston, Lincoln’s: 
inn; Coseno Gordon Antrobus and Arratoon Thomas 
Apcar, Inner Temple; George Ballou, Middle Temple ; 
Willian Barnard and George Stapylton Barnes, Inner 
Temple ; Charles Croker Barton, MiddJe Temple ; William 
Francis Beddoes, William Francis Bence-Jones, and Robert. 
Wallace Glen Braddell, Inner Temple ; Charles White Bur-- 
roughs, Middle Temple; Fanindra Bhansan Chatterjea, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles Henry Fehler Christie and Skelton 
Cole, Inner Temple ; William Henry Cross, Inner Temple ; 
Francis William Crook and Mancherji Dadabhai Dady- 
sett, Middle Temple ; Edwin Arthur Eade, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Henry Miles Finch, Arthur Fanshawe Fox, Bene- 
dict William Ginsburg, John Peter Grant, Benjamin. 
Booth Haworth-Booth, and Frederic William Heather, 
Inner Temple; Edgar Percy Hewitt, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Francis John Hext, Inner Temple; Lionel Fernéaux 
Knipe Hill, Gray’s-inn; James Arthur Henry Jameson 
and Laurence John Jones, Inner Temple; Samuel 
Kearns, Middle Temple; Richard Walter Kittle 
and Thomas Richard Lee, Lincoln’s-inn; Edward 
Frederic Nicholas Lynch and Thomas Russell Hillier 
McClatchie, Middle Temple; Lionel McMahon, Inner 
Temple; Alan Macpherson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Edward Markwick,. 
Middle Temple ; Thomas Alexander Martin, Stuart Archibald 
Moore, Thomas Moore, and John Ignatius Morris, Ianer’ 
Temple; Basil George Nevinson, Lincoln’s-inn; Glencaira 
Stuart Ogilvie, Inner Temple ; John Robert Patchell, Middle- 
Temple ; Henry Cecil Phillips, Lincoln’s-ion ; John Sackling 
Pritchett, Francis Joseph Ridgway, and Frank Ed 
Robinson, Inner Temple; George Smith, Lincoln’s-inn ;. 
William Douglas Watson Smyth, Inner Temple; Francis 
Elmer Speed, Middle Temple ; Josiah Ragland Thomas, John. 
Mytton Thornycroft, and Joseph Robert Walker, Inner: 
Temple; er William Wallace, Middle Temple ; Edmond 
Warner, Lincoln’s-inn; Benjamin Whitehead, Middle 
Temple; Arthur Allen Wickens, Lincoln’s-inn; Alfred 
Edmund Wigan, Middle Temple ; Arthur George Witherby 
and John Wood, Inner Temple. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Percivat BreKett, solicitor, of No. 6, Lincoln’s+ 
inn-fields, London, has been appointed a Commissioner in 
and for the Supreme Court of Hong Kong, for taking Oaths 
and Declarations, and for doing all Acts authorized to be 
done by any Commissioner or Notary Public under the Code 
of Civil Procedure in the Colony of Hong Kong (sec, 56, 
sub. 7, of Ordinance No. 13 of 1873), in England. 

Mr. Rosert Matcoim Kerr, LL.D., judge of the City 
Court, has been elected Chairman of the St. Pancras Board 
of Guardians for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Cauartzs Ropert Rivinaron, solicitor, of 1, Fen- 
church-buildings, has been elected Vestry Clerk of the 
Parish of St. James’s, Dakes-place. Mr. Rivington is the 
son of the late Mr. Charles Rivington, solicitor. He was 
admitted in 1869, and is also vestry clerk of the parishes of 
St. Andrew Undershaft, St. Katharine Cree, and St. 
Katharine Coleman, clerk to the Stationers’ Company, and 
ward clerk of Aldgate and Lime-street Wards, 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Wriaut, Groner, and Avan Wiirtam Cam, Broad-street- 
corner, Birmiogham, solicitors, (Wright and Uo.) The said 
Alan William Cam will continue to carry on the said business 
on his own account under the style or firm of Wright and 


Co March 7, 
[ Gazette, April 26, 1881.1 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP’ NOTICES. 


Jom Stock CompPanizs, 


Liwirep In CHANCERY. 

BritawwraA Home any Cotontan Free Assocratioy, Lrurrep.— 
Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their names and 
addresses and the lars of their debts or claims to Messrs. 
Frederick Dixon Dixon-hartland, M.P., and John Messent, 429, 
Strand. June 16 at 11 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims 

Creppav VaLi8sy State Quarrtres Company, Lurren.—Petition 
for winding up, presented April 1, directed to be heard before the 
M.R., on April 30. Andrew and Co, Great James st, Bedford 
row, solicitors for the petitioners 

Corrages AND VILLAS BurtpIne AnD InvestMENTComPANY LIMITED. 
—The M.R. has, by an order dated March 15, appointed Charles 
Grubb Cutler, 18, nett’s hill,! Doctor’s. commons, to be official 
liquidator 

Parent Composits Firr Lieut Company, Limirep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented April 20, directed to be heard before Hall, 
V.C., on May 6. Bradley, Mark lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Apr. 22.| 


LOMBARD LOAN AND Investment Company, Lrurren.—Creditors are 

t mired, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses 
andthe particulars of their debts or claims to Thomas Meggy, 22, 
Bedford place, Russell square. June 14 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

N.C. SzerEtMEY anp Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has by an 
order, dated March 15, appointed Joseph John Saffery, 14, Old 
Jewry chambers, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before May 20, to send their names and addresses and the 
particulars of their debts or claims to the above. May 31 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Ricwarps anp Company, Liwitsp.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 20, directed to be heard before the M.R. on May 7. 
Davies and Co, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry, agents for Ensor, 
Cardiff, solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Apr. 26.] 


Frienpiy Soorerres Dissoivep, 


AmrcaBLe Preservative Socrery, Peacock Hotel, Northampton. 
ir 


Ap 

Awwirr’s Wriu-Wisnrr Lopes, White Horse Hotel, Congreve st, 
Birmingham. April 22 

Surewssury Excension Co-orrrative Socrsry, Liurrsp;, Abbey 
foregate, Shrewsbury, Salop. Apr 22 

Sa. Jonn’s PLeck AnD Bescot CourcH OF ENGLAND PROVIDENT AND 
Bengvotent Institution, St John’s School, Walsall, 8 
April 22 

(Gazette, Apr. 26.] 








THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 


Ix the course of a bankruptcy case before Mr. Daniel, 
Q.C., the Bradford County Court Jadge, on Tuesday, he 
remarked that as far as he had been able to judge, the 
new Bankruptcy Bill seemed to go a Jong way towards 
redressing many of the grievances of the present system. 
There were two points to which he should like attention 
to be drawn—namely, the provisions in the Bill which re- 
lated to the amendment of the law of fraudulent preference 
avd those with reference to jurisdiction. In the report of 
the Committee of the House of Commons, over which the 
late Sir Henry Jackson presided, attention was called to 
the evils which had arisen in the case of Butcher v. Stead in 
the House of Lords, and he observed that the 64th clause 
of the Bill dealt with those-evils, providing that any 
payment voluntarily made by an insolvent, with a 
view to give @ creditor a preference, should be void. 
That provision would meet that case, but the evils 
which had arisen from the decisions given previously 
to the Act of 1869 were not tonched, and those 
evils appeared to him to have arisen from the decisions of 
the court, which had held that where there was pressure 
there was no fraudulent preference ; that pressure might be a 
mere application for payment, and that where payment was 
made y pressure it was not a fraudulent preference, 
because to make a frandulent preference according to the 
views of the judges the act done by the debtor must bea spon- 
taneous act. Inthe case of Ex parte Topham, Lord Justice 
Mellisb, in his carefully considered judgment, referred to the 
case of Ka parte Blackburn, which went up from that court, 
and said that the Aot of 1869 did not alter the previous law, 
according to which it was quite clear that pressure was 
not only sufficient to prevent a payment being & frauda- 


lent preference, but that the ereditor, th he knew the 
@ebtor to be hopelessly insolvent, bad a right to use any 
amount of pressure for the purpose of getting hiedebt, That 








was a state of law which required to be carefully considered, 


for this reason: Wherea man knew himself to be insolvent he 
owed a duty to the general body of his creditors—those who 
had no: security; and when a man was insolvent any act 
which was in that sense voluntary he might refuse to do. 
Where a man was hopelessly insolvent he should say in reply 
to the pressure of a creditor, ‘‘ No ; you are asking me to do 
that which as an honest trader I cannot do,” and he (the 
judge) thought that, without injustice to the creditors, the 
might be in such a state as that it should not only be the daty 
of the debtor to refuse to give an advantage to a particular 
creditor, but that it should also be considered a matter of 
conscience binding upon the creditor himself not to ask for 
preference for himself when he knew that the debtor was 
insolvent and had no right to give it. He thought that state 
of the law would tend to raise the standard of commercial 
morality, and would lead to the result that any creditor who- 
had the misfortune to find'that his debtor was insolvent would 
not say to him, ‘‘Give me all you can,” as was now 

but, “ Being insolvent it is your duty to place your 

assets under the control of the law, so that they might be 
equally divided between me and all your other unsecured 
creditors.” He did not think that a law of that description 
would be inconvenient to commerce, and it would tend very 
much to raise the standard of commercial morality. He 
should like to know whether that view would be one that 
would be entertained by commercial and professional men. 
His meaning of the word “voluntary” was that the Act 
was voluntary ifa man was not compelled to do it, and it 
should be made the duty of a man who was insolvent. to say 
“No,” to an unsecured creditor; ‘‘You know I am: ia~ 
solvent ;” and it should also be made the duty of the creditor 
who knew of the insolvency not to ask for preference, but to 
place the unsecured assets so that they might be administered 
equally for the benefit of all the unsecured creditors. 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
APRIL 25.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Bints.—Oryatal Palace Company, Lancashire 
and Yorkshire Railway, —- Sally, and Barry Rail- 





way, Medway Conservancy 
Bridges (South ae 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Alkali Works Regulation, Inland Revenue Buildings 
(passed throngh Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Briis.—Cleator Moor Local Board, Goole and 
District Gas and Water, St. Helen’s and District Trame 


ways. 
APRIL 26.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Biit.—Birkenhead Corporation I 
No. 2). 
¢ >. PRIL 27.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill for the Declaration of the Law relating to Fresh 
Water Fish not of the Salmon kind (Mr. E. Noel). 
Bill for better securing the Purity of Beer (Colonel 


Barne). 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE OB 





Covet oy Masrar or Tas 
Date. APPEAL. Rotts, V. 0. Bacom, 
Monday, May 2Mr.Farrer Mr. Ward Mr. Leach 
Tuesday...... 3 Teesdale Pemberton Latham 
Wednesday.... 4 Farrer Ward Leach 
Thursday .... 5 Teesdale Pemberton Latham 
Friday...s..0. 6 Farrer Ward Leach 
Sata BY cv veee 7 Teesdale Pemberton Latham 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
V. 0, Hann, Fay. . 
Monday, May 2Mr. Cobby Mr, Merivale Mr, Clowes 
Tuesday ...... 3 Jackeon « K Koe 
ednesday.... 4 Cobby M Clowes 
Thursday .... 6 Jackson Ki Koe 
Friday .....6.. 6 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Saturday...... 7 Jackson King Kee 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
List oF APPEALS FOR Easter SitrTinas, 1881. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
1880. 


Nobel's preeires Co, limd v Jones, Scott & Co app of defts 
VC B—July 9 

ih ay Neele app of Plaintiff V C B—July 22 (aot before 
Ma: 


y 

Bagot v Easton appof plt V C B—Aug7 

Keen v Laws & Co app of defts VC B—Aug 9 

a “4 Walker app of plts and notice of variation by defts 

—Aug 9 

Owen’s Patent Wheel Tyre & Axle Colimd v Kleinwort app 
of plts V C B—Aug 18 (S O for security) 

Emma aa Mining Co limd v Grant app of deft M R— 
Aug 

In re Basye Consolidated Silver Mining Colimd app of Mark 
Dyett and anr V C H—Aug 23 

Witham v Vane app of plts Fry, J—Oct 8 

Crawcour v Salter app of deft C M—Oct 13 

ese we = Wallis app of defi from orderon fur. conson. M R 
—Oct 

Krehl v Burrell app of deft Fry, J—Oct 26 

Roxburghe v Cox app of pits C B—Nov 3 

Beckett v Attwood appof plt VC M—Nov3 

T= Camden Charities app of Attorney General V C H— 

ov 10 

Whitmore v Farley appofplt Frv, J—Nov 12 

Farrow v Austin app of plt VC M—Nov 13 

In re Knapman, decd, Knapman v Wreford app of C F Yorke 
andanr VC H—Nov 15 

Du Puy v Welsford app of plt V C B—Nov 18 

In re Markham, decd, Markham vy Markham app of J Buckton 
V C M—Nov 29 

Lyon v Tweddell epp of dit VCB—Dec8 ° 

Brewer v Yorke Yorke v Brewer app of dft Yorke VCM— 


Dec 10 
a <i decd, Burton v Barton app of deft VC B— 
ec 


Dicks v Yates app of deft V C B—Dec 17 

Smith vy Day app of deft Fry, J—Dec 18 

Sheffield Water Works v Bingham app of deft M R—Dec18 

Hester v Hester app of deft Thos Hunt VC B—Dec 21 

ype The People’s Cafe Company app of defts VCM 
—Dec 

Harrison vy The Cornwall Minerals Ry Co app of deft W 
Penton, VC H—Dec 23 

In re Graham, decd Marsden v Graham app of Attorney-Gen 
from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster Dec 24 

Wilmott v Barber app of deft Fry J—Dec 31 


188). 


In re James Gosman’s petition of right app of Attorney-Gen 
VC M—Jan1 

Eames v Hacon app ofdefts Fry, J—Jan 4 

Kearsey v Roche app of plt VC B—Jan 5 

Towers v Kirkman app of deft V C B—Jan 10 

Marwick v Dennett app of defts V C H—Jan ll 

In re Taylor, deceased Tomlin v Underhay app of defts 
VC H—Jan 12 

In re The Metropolitan Ry Co & Cotton’s Trustees app of Ry 
Co VC H—Jan 12 

In re Lawrence, deceased Lawrence v Bickerton app of F W 
Lawrence V C M—Jan 14 

Lawrence v Lawrence app of F W Lawrence V C M—Jan 14 

In re Phillips, deceased Kington v Hill app of defi VCH 


—Jan 21 
——s' Barnett app of Arthur Patching V C M—Jan 


Patching v Barnett app of parties having liberty to attend 
Vv C M—Mar7 
In re ag deceased Goodier v Johnson app of plt VCH 


—Jan 

In re Smith, deceased Smith v Clutton app of Sir E Scott 
andanr M R-—Febl 

In re Edison Telephone Co limd app of Edison and ors MR 


pm — & East Grinstead Ry Co app of RyCo VCH 
—Fel 

Harland v Garbutt app of plts VC B—Feb 4 

Attorney-Gen v Hump app of defts Fry, J—Feb 5 
Laird v B app of deft ee J—Feb 7 

Cockburn v Edwards app ofdefis Fry, J—Feb 8 

— v Dorking Union app of Informant VC H— 


Gt Eastern Ry Co v Norwich & Spalding Ry Co app of Mid- 
land & Eastern Ry Co V C B—Feb 11 

Halsey v Brotherhood app of plts M R—Feb 14 

Lianoyer v Homfray hillips 
Lianover V C H—Feb 25 


—= 
+ age By od op of Set kant PLS iy sie — 
n re 300 Emley v Davidson app o -G 
VC B—Mar4” oS 


The Plating Co v Farquharson app of defts VC B—Mar ll 

Johnstone v Cox app of deft Taos Naylor VC B—Mar 17 

os 2 apse” d 
ar 


Jackson v Bridge app of plt M R—Mar 23 

Harpham v Shackl 
Mar 24 

Sotheran v Dening app of pit M R—Apr 13 

In re Roberts, decd, Ripington v Roberts-Gawen app of Chris- 
tian Knowledge Society VC H—Apr 14 

Marshall v Berridge app of deft Fry, J—Apr 14 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the 
Chancery Division. 
1881. 
Rudow v Great Britian Mutual Life Assurance Sosiety app of 
deft Siciety VC B—Mar 25 
Walker v Siggers app ofplts Fry, J—Apr 2 
— vCondy app of deft VC B—Apr 4 (not before May 


Warner v Mosses app of defts VC B—Apr7 

,Blyth v Banks app of deft Fry, J—Apr 9 

In re Birchall, decd, Wilson v Birchall app of deft Mary 
Birchall VC M—Apr 14 

In re Birchall,-decd, Wilson v Birchall app of Infant defts 

C M—Apr 14 

Parbury v Spink app of deft Fry, J—Apr 20 

Stephens v Stephens app of S Harton V C M—Apr 20 

Shaw v Brown app ofplt Fry, J—Apr 21 

pene , ie app of deft from order dated Mar 25 VCB 
—Apr 

— v Collins app of deft from order of Aprl VC B— 

pr 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
(Heard in Hilary Sittings.) 

Wright v Marwood Gordon v Marwood argument of rule 
nisi for new trial (c.a.v. Mar 15—present Lord Coleridge 
LC J, and Lords Justices Bramwell and Baggallay) 

Poyser v Mynors app of deft from judgt of A Wills, Esq, QC 
at trial (c.a.v. oe 1l—present Lords Justices Bramwell, 
Baggallay and Lush) 

For Hearing. 
1880. 


Akerblom v Price apt of plt from judgt of L C Baron and Mr 
Justice Stephen—Apr 6 Akerblom v Price app of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Denman and Baron Pollock for new 


trial 

In re Charles M Roche, gentn. one &c app of Mr Roche from 
Lord Coleridge and Mr. Justice Grove—Apr 27 

Edward Gilbertson on behalf of himself and the other English 
members of the Ottoman Bank v John Ferguson, surveyor of 
taxes app of Gilbertson from order of Barons Pollock and 
Huddlest n—L. C. Baron dissentiente—on appeal case stated 
by Commissioners of Income Tax —July 3 

Adams & anr v The Severn and Canal Carrying, Shipping and 
Steam Towing Co app of defts from judgt of Lord Coler- 
idge as wrong upon findings of Jury—Aug 23 Adams & anr 
v The Same Co app of plts from order of Mr Justice Den- 
man and Baron Pollock for new trial 

Corcoran Witt & Co v Phippeu and anr app of a from judgt 
of Mr Justice Williams at trial in Middlesex —Dec 14 


1881. 


Ingledew & ors v Temple app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Manisty at trial, at Durham—Feb 18 7 

Skinner v The Mayor, &c, of Sunderland app of defts from 
ewes of Mr Justice Manisty after trial at Durham—Feb 


Williams v Jones apr of deft from judgt of Joseph Brown, 
Esq, Q C, after at Cardiff—Feb 28 

Lee & anr v The Aberdeen Steam Navigation Co app of pit 
et ga of Mr Justice Williams at trial in Fae Ba 


M 
on v Hamilton app of defts from order of Baron Pollock 
-d be vem Hawkins directing entry of judgt for plt— 
The Trent Miaing Co v The Midland Ry Co app of plts from 

jadet of J P Murphy, Esq, Q C, at trial at Lincola—March 


The Queen v Charles J Whitchurch (Q B—Crown Side) app of 
the justices from order of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice 
Ste for certiorari—March 12 

The Guardians of the Poor of the Fulham Union v The Guar- 





dians of the Poor of the Isle of Thanet Union (Q B—Crown 


v Lianover app of Lady Side) of the Falham Guardians from judgt of Justices 
F Sessions— March 15 


ield & Manisty on case from Quarter 





Hoylaad v Waite app of pli VC M—. 


app of B Denison andCo VC M—: 
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Midland Land & Investment tion limd vy Peto app of 
poe trom jadet of Mr ery sro at trial at W : 

tae y Pooley’ app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes 
at trial at Wistubieer March ty (Security ordered April 


Ww 
Gt Western Ry Cov Sirhowy Ry Co app of deft from jadgt of 
Se ee ce la te J 
on Vv app of plt from part of judgt of Mr Justice 

Fr7 at trial at Chester March 21 
lds v Williams app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grove 

at trial—March 22 

Hare v Churchwardens & Overseers of Putney app of plt 
from jad of Baron Pollock & Sir H Hawkios on sp c— 


Turquand v Evans app of deft from jadgt of Lord Justice 
Baggallay after trial at Bristol—March 26 

Pattinson v Mayor, &o, of Lichfield app of deft from refusal 
of Justices Grove and Lindley to set aside award 

James v Powell and ors appof defts from jadgt of Alfred Wills, 
Esq, Q C, after trial—Mar 26 

Jones v Powell and ors app of defts from judgt of Alfred Wills, 
Esq Q C, after trial—Mar 26 

Hurst and ors, trustees, &c,v Johnson app of deft from jadgt 
of Justices Williams and Mathew, on special case—Mar 28 

Paghouse Mill Co, limd v Anderson Bros app of defts from 
jndet ad Jastices Williams and Matthew, on special case— 


Hodgson v Pryor and ors app of defts from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Lindley at trial—Mar 29 
Williams v Phillips app of defts James and Dyke from judgt 
of Joseph Brown, Eeq, QC, at trial—Mar 29 
The Rhymney Ry Cov Toe Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co, 
limd app of deft from judgt of Justices Williams and Mathew 
on special case—Mar 30 
la Devonshire County Court at East Shoreham Lyons’v Tucker 
app of plt from Justices Grove and Lindley discharging rule 
i to set aside judgt of county court—Apr 2 
Ellis and ors v Huley app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Stephen at trial at Leeds—A pr 2 
Dollar v Webster app of plt from part of judgt of Mr Justice 
Maniety at jae ag 7 
’ ank, limd v Rymill app of defendant 
ON judgt of Mr Justice Lopes after trial in Middlesex—Apr 


Fletcher v Hudson app of deft from juégt of Mr Justice 
Stephen at trial at Appleby—Aor 11 

Solomon v Lederer app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

ieissi's Poston ape ot pit f 

v Paxton app of plt from judgt of Sir H Hawkins 

after trial in Middlesex--A r 13. ” hii 

Wilcockson v Powell app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Btepbens at trial in Middlesex—Apr 14 

Bulteel and anr v Curteis app of deft from judgt and discharge 
| tule nisi by Mr Justice Denman and Baron Pollock—Apr 


Cooke and ors v Sheard app of plts from judgt of Baron Pol- 
lock and Mr Justice Stephens on special case—Apr 14 

Cooke and ors v Sheard app of plt from rale nisi for new 
trial discharged by Justices Denman and Cave and Baron 
Pollock action tried at Liverpool by Mr Justice Manisty 


¥rom Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 


1880. 


“Ceslon & Co v Gray & Co (Prosser Clt) app of plt from 


LC Baron and Baron Huddleston, dismissing app from order 
of Mr Justice Field—May 8 (referred to Master to report to 
court, by order of June 23) 

ison v Meek appl of defts from Mr Justice Lindley to set 
aside verdict and reference—Aug 27 (S O until motion 
made in Q B Div) ae 


Baines v Bromley app of plt from refasal of Baron Pollock to 
order review of Master’s taxation—Jan 17 
> ne ary & Cov McLean app of e from order of 
nr id & Manisty—action tried by Lord Justice Lush 
an 
Yobnson & anr, trading, &c, v Raylton, Dixon, & Co app of 
deft from order of Mr Justice Manisty directing entry of judgt 
for plt—March 28 
ton v Chaine (Morgan Claimant) app of Claimant from 
ged of J a Grove & Lindley on app from County Court 
8p c—Ap 
Vickers v Chatwood’s Patent Safe & Lock Co limd app of deft 
from order of Justices Denman & Williams for new trial—act 
tried by Baron Huddleston—April 2 
Cattlin v Cross app of pit from Me Justice Denman & Baron 
Pollock refusing order for review of taxation—April 4 


iT 
oop Hill app of plt from order of Justices Grove & Lind- 
giving leave to artes taxation—April 4 





Griffla v Keates app of plt from rule nisi discharged by Justices 
Williams & Mathow— April 4 . 


Dickinson v Norris app of deft from rule nisi discharged by 
Mr Justice Denman and Baron Pollock—April 5 

Grant v Holland app of plt from rule nisi discharged by 
r err; Williams & Mathew—April 6 (Security 

Ashton v Watson, Bogle, & Co app of plt from order of Mr. 
J —. eas & Baron Pollock referring back to arbitrator 
—Ap! 

Marsden & anr v Meadows (Salmon Clt) app of Clt from order 
< = F ustice Williams that goods seized belong to plt— 

r 

Barter & Co vDubeux & Co app of plt from Mr Justice Den- 
man & Baron Pollock setting aside order making trustee in 
liquidation a party—April 11 

Brown & avr v Ruff app of deft from Mr Justice Denman & 


_— Pollock refusing liberty to appear and defend—April 
2 


Ex parte Thomas James Maltby (Q B—Crown Side) by of 
Applicant from refusal of Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Den- 
man to grant habeas corpus—April 12 

Callender & Co v Central African Trading Co limd app of 
deft Co from Mr Justice Denman & Baron Pollock refusing 

‘ = to revoke authority of arbitrator to make award—April 
1 


Englehart & Co v Bosanquet & Co app of defts from order of 
Justices Williams & Mathew on sp c—April 14 

Young v Sonora Co limd & ors app of plt from rule nisi dis- 
charged by Mr. Justice Denman & Baron eae, 16 

Dyball v Campbell app of deft from refasal of Justices Lindley 
& Mathew to send action for trial by referee—April 21 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
Divorce. 

Baker (by his Committee) v Baker, Wheeler, & Owen app of 
resp from order of the President overruling demurrer (c av 
March 25, present Lords Justices James, Brett and Cotton) 

Admiralty. 

Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Co v Stoomvaart 
Maatschappy Nederlant to be in the paper for judgt, pro 
forma, on May 4 

For Hearing. 
Admiralty. 
1880. 
Ships Magnificent and Bastian Pot Evans & ors v Owners of 
agnificent Dickson & ors v Dobell (consolidated actions) 
app of deft trom judgt of Sir R J Phillimore~Nov 18 
Divorce. 
1881. 

Robertson, petnr v Robertson, respt—Count Favagrossa, co- 
respt. app of respt Annie Robertson from decree nisi and 
findings of the President—Feb 2 

Admiralty. 

May 4 City of Mecca Cotesworth and ors v the Owners of the 
City of Mecca and Freight app of defts from refusal of Sir 
R J Phillimore to set aside writ—Feb 4 

May 4 City of Mecca Bersaude and Co v the Owners of the 
City of Mecca app of defts from refusal of Sir R J Philli- 
more to set aside writ—Feb 4 

Ships Libra and Joseph Ricketts Owners of the Joseph Ricketts 
v Owners of the Libra 

Owners of the Libra and General Steam Navigation Co v Owners 
of the Joseph Ricketts app of owners of the Libra from judgt 
of Sir R J Phillimore witn nautical assessors—Feb 14 __ 

Wells v Pahisson app of Lars Pahlsson from judgt of Sir R J 
Phillimore—Mar 6 

Ships St Petersburg and Ettrick Prehn v Bailey andors app 
of plt from judgt of Sr R J Phillimore on special case— 
April 8 

FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 

In re Kitchin Ex parte Young 

In re Cottam, Morton, &Co Ex parte Turquand 

In re Salisbary Ex parte Salisbury 

In re Curtoys Ex parte Pillers 

In re Turner Ex parte Ladbury 

In re Thorpe Ex parte Tatton 

In re Collie Ex parte Findlay & Co 

In re Edwards 

In re Rooney 

In re Ex parte Thompson 

In re Boden Ex parte Wing 

In re Levy and anr Ex parte Walton and ors 

In re Dubeaux Ex parte Banner 
N.B.—The above list contains final and interlocutory appeals, 

set down to Friday, 22nd April, inclusive. 


ee 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE+CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List or Causzs ror Easter Srirrines, 1881. 
Before the Masrer or THE Ro.Lus. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


—- v Mayor, & of Bolton 


Day’ v Coward act 

In re Mitchell, deceased, 
Mitchell v Mitchell act & 
mfj (May 3) 

Jacks*n v Buckley act 

Hudson v Silvester issue 

Wetherall v Glendon Iron Co 
act without pleading by order 

Le Bond v Curtis act 

Spicer v a &c, of Mar- 
gate 

Teneen v "Cripps act (May 16) 

Merriman v Rawlios act 

Lalor v'Skioner act 

Manlove v Forrest act 

Phil'ips v Hankin act 

Drum Slate many Co ld v 
Spence act 

Mackie v Nye act 

Levitt v Pilbrow act &m fj 

Robertson v Johnson act 

Tomkins v Martin act 

eee v Robinson act (May 

Fothergill v Hemsley act 
(May 5) 

Levetus v Newton act (Bir- 
mingham) 

Maltby v Hodgkinson act 

Mostyn v Lancaster act 

Prince v Bonsall Local Board 
of Health act 

Price v Smith act 

Steel v Andrews act 

Robineon v Drakes act 

Needham v Seastron act 

York Union Banking Co v 
Denby act 

Pearson v Bailey act 

Sanders v Fox act 

Banner v Berridge act 

Pratt v Pratt act 

Shardlow v Cotterell act 

Mitche}l vy Chapman act 

Ta re Trimmell, decd, Trim- 
mell vy Shaw act and m fj 

Callum v Hobbs act 


Madew v Rolle act and m fj 
Taylor y Mostyn act 


Daw v Rooke act and m fj 
Nathan v Elkan act: 

Bostock v Venables act 

Hart v Hert act 

Bell v Steneford act 

Parish v Hogg act 

Western Brazilian Telegraph 
Cov Bibby act and mfj 
(Jane 15) 

Perks v Hall act 

Ross v Nash act 

Johns v Graham act 

Pawsey v Armstrong act 

Thompson v Hook act 

Dennistoun .v Kongh 
(cross-examn) 

Geoghegan v Clowser act 

Tasker v Attenborough act 

In re Brittlebank, decd Coates 
v Brittlebank ‘act 

Sykes v Whiteley act (Hud- 
dersfield) 
London & South-Western Ry 
CovGomm act 
Lungley v Mayor, &e, of 
Southampton act 

Carter v Rolfe act 

Eades v Starbuck Car & Wagon 
Co act 

Yorkshire Ry Wagon Co v Gt 
Western Ry Co act 

Yorkshire Ry Wagon Co v 
McClure act 

In re Balderston, deed Balder- 
stun v Ranoard act & m fj 

Is re Werderman’s Patent 
Electric Light, motn of 
Werderman against Burgess, 
— & Co with wits by 


In re William Darnford, an 
articled clerk pet (eet down 
in wits list by order) 

Moxon v King act 

Thorp v Simpson act & m fj 

Goddard v Jeffreys act 

Hood v Newby act 

Brown v Stevens act 

Rooke v Nisbet act 

Jones v Jones act 

Stevens v Walker act 

Heywood v Mansel] act 

Bartlett v Pain (4) act 


act 


Further Considerations. 


Ferrior v Evans fc 

Austin v Austin fc 

In re Harriss, decd Condor v 
Harriss fc 

In re Duddy, decd Duddy v 


Duddy fe 
In re teem, decd Cole v 


ine datonet, tnt You! 
Dre erson, owler 
Satchell fo 


Darraut v Freshfield fo 

Frodsham v Frodsham fc 

Rathbone v Melly fc 

In re Allen, deed Everard v 
Allen fe 

In re Mones, decd Mones vy 
Lovell fc (short) 

In re Shaw, decd Shaw v 
Aspell fe 


Causes for trial ‘without witnesses) . 


In re Brown’s Estate Ward v 
Morse adj sums & act pt hd 

In re Broughton and Foun- 
taine’s Contract and V & P 
Act adjsumns 

In re Fox, decd Lyon v Fox 
spe &mfj 

In re The Oxford and Cam- 
bridge Toilet Club, limd 


adj surmns 

In re Wade & Thomas adj 
sumns 

Bowen Hutchings v Bowen 
act 

In re Colonial Trusts C: 
tion 


(Debentare Ho 
ones) a4j eusans 


Wilmott v Young mfj 
Ti Bart v Ford act&m 


In re Horner's Petition of 
Right adj sumns 

Law Reversionary Interest 

5 ene * . _ act 

n re Colonial Trusts Corpora- 
tion (case of Leggatt & anr) 
adj sumnos 

Sparrow v Cutts act 

In_re Dulley, decd Dulley v 
Dulley spe 

Hayes v Booth act & mf j 


y woes v Locke adj aumns 
Osbora y Webb adj sumns 





enna gg lis mfj 
wt; 


+ Teyler 
In Lott ate nt tot. Hill v 
ar aia clei "Ch'y mae 


inn vd Bolton, decd Hargreaves 
v Calvert act 

In re Harcourt, decd Portman 
v Harcourt spc &m fj 

France v Townson m f j 
(Liverpool) (short) 

Watson v Cave m 

In re Clarke, decd ‘Onarks v 
Starms m fj 

Bush v Needham act &mfj 

Lloyd v Lord Anglesey act 

Hopkins v Mellersh ad sume 

Pigott to the Gt Western Ry 

‘0, V & P Act, ad sums 

In re Western District Bank 
ad sums 

In re W H Tayleur’s Estate 
ad sums 


Tucker v 

Allen's Nicklin 

In re Brice, decd 
rice mfj 


in re  Bishopebridge, 
Dowson v Wiikingson e 
(short) 

In re Clinton, decd Jackson» 
Slaney © 

Small v Bennett mfj 

Hilliar v British & Irish Mutual 
Trust mfj 

—- v oo act , 
Sross v Sm m (Nore 
wich) ; 

Tatham v Palmer wm f j 


short) 
Leggoe v Wing mf j 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir JAmMEs BACON. 
Causes for Trial. 


Attorney-Gen v Birmingham, 
&e, Drainage Co demr 

Rolls v Isaacs act 

In re Evered Snelling v 
Evered act, wits 


Ormathwaite v Kington, 

Ry Co act, wits * 
Jones v Jones acta, witns 
Jones v Jones actn 
Ross v Fenwick act, wits 


Causes transferred from Master =f the Rolls, pursuant to Order 
dated 16th November, 1880. 


In re Tanner Mortimer v 
Drew act & m fj, wits 
a 4 v Phillips act, wits pt 


Heslewood v Desborough act 
wits 


Inre Blunt Banett v Bunett 
act, wits 

Tuoker v Barker act, wita 

Hall v Mayor, * of Bootle 
cum Linacre act 


Transferred from ict a) tl by Order of February 


’ 
Wade v Lane act wits (not 
before May 20) 
Oliver v Watkins act wits 
In re Statters Clark v Forsey 
act wits 
Day v Neale act wits (May 10) 
Debenham v Shippey act 
Barker v Riddell act and m fj 
Farber v King act wits 
Farber v King act wits 


Denoon v Northway act wits 
(May 3) 
Ward Ashton v Bennett ad 


wits 

In re Welch Besyant v Cave 
act wits 

Fuller v Reeve act 

Benbow v Low Low v Bea- 
bow act wits 

Hooper v Smith act wits 


Transferred from Master of = ae by order of 14th March 


Buddv Hitehins act wits 
Hill v Cameron act wits 
Sowerby v Cook act wits 
Smith v Taylor act wits 
Wrench v Ingram act wits 
Templeman v Day act wits 
¥arp v Duke of Devonshire 
Hunter v Charlton act wits 
Appleton v Taylor act wits 
Hardcastle v Taylor act wits 
— v Pouppeville aot 


Starkey v Blank act wits 
Kirkman v Prescott act wits 
Cadman v Draper act wits 
Banks v Savage act wits 
Cummings v Hargreaves act 


wits 
In re Maddock Chesterfield, 
&e — Co v Richardson 


act w 

Siandish v Taylor act wits 
May 17 

Nicoll v Fenning act wits 


Cooke v Woolams act wits 
Burrow v Scammell act wits} 
Buoney v Wartnaby act wits 
Scarman v Collins act wits 
Morgan v Miller act wits 
Swann v Cheal act wits 

In - Smith Smith v Smith 


mij 
a} v Carpenter f c (April 


Turaour v Owen m f j 
De Montauban vy Butterfield 


mf j 

In re Hatfield Wilkinson ¥ 
Teasdale m f j (short) 

Kearsley v Kearsley fe 

Watson v Porter Watson ¥ 
Root mf j 

Todd v Lester act wits 

Perry v_ International, 
Telegraph Co 

Dillim we v Duffield fe 

In " Packer Line v Packer 
m f j 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Cuantes Haun. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses), 


J me v Capital & Counties Bk 


Vinall vy Vinall act 
Farrer v Sidebottom aot 
Molloy v Kilby act 


Harris y Floming act 
Tames v Capital & Countten ie 
. act & . ft 
ixon v Mu 
In re Todd's estate “told ¥ v 





vind 
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¢ Dare v Goginau, &c, 
8 
“ Mill v Stadden 
act 
att “ erage vn 
Briggs V renc ac 
keon? § Thomas v Mackleeder act 
Tobin v Saunders act 
Noll vy Calrow act 
Mutuah J pulteel v Grepe act & m fj 
— Pog  * - 
Ball v Natio Cy 
(Nore act & mfj : 
Palmer v Fawcett ect 
a f j HF Gilmoye v Brown act 
In re ce yg Hornsey v 
Hi emr 
In re Ringett Bevington v 
Riogett demr of Louisa 
Kingett 
fame v Same demr of John 
, &, Kingett 
Repoblic of Peru v Ruzo act 
, The'Tea Co v Carter act 
ts lnre Burge Gillard v Lauren- 





son. act 

In re Horner 
Graham act 
Watson v Young act 
Sevens v Denyer act 

Dé Palikao v Butterfield act 





Pomfret v 































ita and m f 
Bootle i Greaves y Weatherill act 
In re Cornwall Minerals Ry 
Co (Dec 7) adjd smns 
ruary’ 
twit Bi isreNash Nash vNash fo 
+ aot In re Eustace Eustace v 
Fag % Whitehead 
re Co v 
One Barker Pe (short) 
Inre Wilson Castle v Wilson 
Ben- fe 
- Stone Turner v Stone 
c 
, Tevor v Hutchinson fc 
Larch Biwards v Edwards fc 
ite 
wits? #% Mather y Mather act (for 
wits trial only) 
its Johnson v Cambrian Ry Co 
8 act (for trial only) 

e Franco-Egyptienne v 
smith = act (for trial 
‘April bow a pet Works 

or trial only 
Thomas v Prosser act (for 
field trial only) 
tuith' ¥ Moux act (for trial 
on ¥ 
Pricey Torrens act 
Hitle v Earl de la Warr act 
on ¥ trial only) 
ry y) ells act (for 
&, Hf Held y Midland Ry Co act 
t trial e & a 
v les act (for 
acer only) 
Power y Ingall act (for 
‘rial only) 
Ampitt v Paine act (for 
Mitheli-Honry y Tidy act 
» Be or trial only 
V¥ Hatt act (for trial 
ay v Owen act (for 





only) 








Waite v Bingley act! 
Capital, &e, v Shearburn 


act ‘ 
Phillips v Manchester, Xo, Ry 
Co act 


Gill v Young act 

Skinner v Le Marchant’ act 
Dawson v Le Marchant 
Wilson v Parkinson act 

In re Jones Evans v Richards 


aet 

Oliver v Botterell act 

Owen v Jackson act 

Watson v Fowler act 

Im_ re Berkeley Salmon v 
Berkley act 

Attorney-Gen v Earl of Dur- 
ham act 

Miller v Miller act 

Brooks v Watson act 

Miles v Vincent act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 


In re the Same (Mar 2) adjd 


sumns 

In re the Same (Apr 7) adjd 
eunins 

Wilson v Wilson spc and mfj 

Whittingstall v King adjd sums 

In re Credit Co, limd Ex pte 
Cory adjd sumns 

In re Credit Co, limd Ex pte 
C Hirst ane sumns 

In re Chaplin Richards v Chap- 
lin m f j (short) 

Jenkins v Morgan act 

Carter v Hinton m fj (short) 

Swan v en mg mfj 

Ellis v Robbins mf j 

Charles v Affleck act 

Philpot v Partridge act 

In re Timbrell Kiliott v Pierce 
act (short) 


In re Hargreaves Hargreaves 
v Hargreaves mf j (short) 


Further Considerations. 


In re Cleoburey Cleoburey v 
Cleoburey fe 

In re Richardson Richardson 
v Pilliner fc 

Church v Mills fo 

Chambers v Rayson feo 

Shores v Thompson fc 

In re Wright Couling v 
Goulter 2nd fo 

Greom vy Groom 2nd fc 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for trial (with Witnesses). 


Pardew v Ellis act (for trial 
only) 
ee v Ellis act (for trial 


y 

Hailstone vy Marsh act 

Hedley v Eccl Commrs act 
(tor trial only) 

The Blackpool, &, Ry v Im- 
hg Hotel Co, Blackpool, 
imd act (for trial only 

ef v Loud act (for 


on » 

Wood v Rerridge act (for 
ber tnms 8 

Compton v Preston act & mf j 
(for trial only) 

petebrigge Br act & m fj 

v Brown act 

Edwick v Hawkes & Co act 

(for trial only) 

wood v Jenkins act (for 

trial only) 

In re Slocombe Latham v 

a act (for trial 

wertie v Gordon act (for 
trial i 

Seddon v k of Bolton act 
(for trial a 

Wi ton vCUave act (for 


trial 
Watts v Meets act (for trial 








only) 

Harlock v Ashberry act (for 
trial only) 

Barkshire v Grubb abate fa 

Thomas v Hounsell act 
counter-claim 

Middleweek v Dearsley act 

Caithness v Caithness act 

McFarquharv Rothney act 

Heine v Crosse act 

Jolinson v Gillam act & m fj 

Chase v Jones act & mf j 

Bsgot v Taylor act 

In re Stévens Stevensv Tal- 
mash act 

In re Stevens. 
Stevens act 

Corner v Packwood act 

Burt v Shrivell act 

Thomas v Howard act 

In re Way Solomon v Way 
act 

InrePliling. Palmer v Pilling 
act 


Stevens v 


Rees vThomas act 

‘Turner v Brown act 

Williams vy Bawden act 
Lawesv Carter act 

Curling v Thorp act 

Skinner v Todd act 

Green v Coates act 
Whitbread v German act 
Hughes v Morris act 

Io poh Johnson Golden v Gillam- 


beweac or a act 
righton ium Co v¥ 
Brighton Carpe act 
Whitlock v 


Messenger v Minter act 
Bird v les Commis act 
James v Blaiberg act 
Usill v Whelpton 


Causes for trial (without witnesses) 
Aud Further Considerations, 


Coney v Tenant fc 
——— v Wilding ques of 
Ww 


In re Johnson Melland v 
Fletch act pt hd 

Ruseell v Deare act 

Fleming v Hardcastle fc 

In re Gladstone Gladstone v 
Gladstone fe 

In re Matthews Hassall v 
Overton fc 

In re Lindo Forestier v Bud- 
dicom spc 

Civic, &c, Socy v Wilson act 

Kirkpatrick v Anderson act 
(May 2) 

Heathcote v Stanier act 

Blondel v Blondel act & mf j 

— v Hudleston 2ad 

c 
Jeffery v Henry mf j 


In re Johnson Jobneon v 
Leigh fo 
In re der Lander v Lander 


c 

In re Boeket Bishford v Hop- 
kin act &mfj 

Ozanne v Kennedy fc 

Priolean v Kaselack fc 

Gilbert v Bagot question of 


law 
In re Gilmour Bell v Gilmour 


fe 

Loosemore v Tiverton, &e, Ry 
Co act 

Norman v Indian Mammoth 
Gold, &e, Co mfj 

Tamsv Riles fe 

In re Morgan Grifflths v 
Morgan fo 

Clay v Clay fo 


Moore v Moore act 

In re Stuckey Stuckey v War- 
ton fc & sums to 

Inre Lea Leav Lea fo 

Brandon v Paul sp ¢ 

In re Jones Fog v Jones spc 

In re Wilson Parker v Wilson 


m fj 

Lewis v Smithett fc 

Sankey v Smithett fc 

In re Staoger Leathes v 
Stanger-Leathes fc 

In re Weatherhead. Weather- 
head v Evors fc 

Brown v Hewers act 

Walters v Walters 2nd fc 

a Spiller Spiller v Madge - 

c 


Mason v Hibberd aet 

Garlick v Clark fe 

In re Middleton Thompson v 
Harris foe 

Hart v Gilbert fe 

In re Sibbering Brown v Gare - 
land f 


c 

In re Emmott Emmott v 
Low 2ad fc (short) 

Gale v Gale act 

> Povle Webbv Poola m 


J 
In re Jones Jones v Davies 


m fj 

In re Johns Binns v Leth- 
bridge m fj (short) 

In re leson Leach v 
Slack act & m fj 

Sawyer v Giddings fe 

Sutherland v Sutherland mf 
j (short) 

Fox v Dolby m fj 

Hutton v Brown fe 

In aan Berrow v Freccia 
mij 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial. 


In re Pennell Jassaume v 
Whealer act wits 
White v City of London 
Brewery Co act wits 
McLean v Jaff; act wits 
Clarke v Harcourt act wits 
Bastin v Bidwell act wits 
Haghes v Higgins act wits 
Kinnaird v Smith Smith v 
Kinnaird act wits 
mv Tack act wits 
Weatinghouse v Midland Ry 
Co act wits 
Parkinson v Davis act wits 
Henry v Armstrong act wits 
Ma ning v Seaton act wits 
Lemaitre v Davis acs 


Andrews v City, &c, Society 
acts, wits 


Prance v Rathbone act, wits 
—_ v Evey act &m fj 
ts 


Rule v Jewell act, wits 

Fowler v Fowler act, wits 

Kerby v Tindall acty wits 

Taylor v Salmon avr, wits 

Monat v Wilson act, wits 

In re Cooper v Vesey 
act, wits 

Freeman vy Hunt act, wits 

Holroyd v Quarmby act, wits 

Thompeon v Simpson  acty. 
wits 

Pratt v Kirkwood act, wits 

Bull v Lelm act, wits 


N.B.—The above List contains Causes set dowa to Friday, 


Apnil 22nd, inclusive. 
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HIGH COURT OF 


STICE. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


NEW TRIAL PAPER, 


For ARGuMENT, 
London, Bouffler v Le 


Middlesex, Nowell v Williams (part heard) 


Lord Coleridge, OJ 


Pollock, B 
‘i 


Manchester, Chapleo and Wife v Brunswick Permanent Building 


Society (stands over) 
Dorchester, The Queen v Dorset 
Lewes, Ball v Beardsley 
Warwick, Forde v Osborne and others 


Middlesex, Percival vy Hughes (part heard) 


London, Brown v Rolt and Co 

London, Dale and another v Wakefield 
London, Heard v Patti (motn for judgt) 
Middlesex, Taylor-v Upton 

Manchester, Mill Hill Spinning Co v Mills 
Manchester, The Queen vy Duncan 


Middlesex, Reading v the Great Eastern Ry Co 


Coleridge, CJ 


Lord Coleridge, CJ 
LC 


Baron 

Field, J 
Manisty, J 
Williams, J 
Williams, J 
Official Referee 
Bowen, J 
Stephen, J 
Baggallay, LJ 
Stephen, J 


Middlesex, Lord Ashburton v The Gt Western Ry Co — J 


Leicester, Dolby v Green & Son 
Middlesex, Champion v Hicks Brothers 
Norwich, Holmes v Gagen 

Middlesex, Taylor v Hodkinson and others 
London, Sear vy Nunn 

Middlesex, Dudley v Brown and another 
London, North v Gherelli (motn for judgt) 
London, Nash v Cooper (motn for judgt) 
London, Meers v Watts 

London, Carter v North Met Tramways Co 
London, Lilley v Doubleday 


enman, J 
Stephen, J 
Hawkins, Sir H 
Lopes, J 
Official Referee 
Stephen, J 
Official Referee 
Official oe 
S, 
Fela, J 
Hawkins, Sir H 


London, Burrow v The Conservators of River Thames __ Field, J 


London, Dubois and another v Bishop 
Middlesex, Chamberlaine v Barnewell 


Lord Coleridge, CJ 


Field, J 


London, Johnson v The Commercial Union Assurance Co 


London, Levy v Israel 
‘London, Sanderson v Spillman and others 
London, Betteley vy Loaring 


Liverpool, Hill y The Mostyn Coal and Iron Co 


Lord Coleridge, CJ 


Ss, J 
Williams’ J 
Field, J 
Field, J 


London, Christopherson and another v The United Kingdom 


Eastern i Co 
London, Smith v Wyer and another 


Manisty, J 
Williams, J 


Essex, Eddington and another v Palmer (Trustee, &c) 


SPECIAL PAPER. 
Caszs StanptNG OVER. 


Hawkins, Sir H 


The Rhodes Bank Building Society v The Union Bank of Manches- 
ter 


Clifton v Viscount Bury and others 
Mason v Elmslie & Co 
Blewitt vy Cotton 


Dem 
Dem 
Dem 
Dem 


Her Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for War v Horsman 
(stands over till mentioned by the Attorney-General) 8c 


Hodgson v Pryor 
Lupton v The Monmouth Ry Co 


For ARGuMENT. 


Dem 
SC 


Cumberland Co-operative Benefit Building Society v The wana 
Ry Co 


Earl of Dartmouth v Munday 
Barnes v Dowling 

‘Vining and another v Harper 
Shaw and others v Earl of Jersey 
Société Anonyme v J Batt & Co 


CROWN PAPER. 


For ARGUMENT. 


Lancashire, The Queen v Holme and another 


‘Gloucestershire, The Queen v Ross Union 


ENLARGED RULES. 


First Day. 
Gn the Matter of a Solicitor 


In the Matter of Burt, Bolton & Co, and Pokarney, Fielder & Co 


In the Matter of a Solicitor 
In the Matter of a Solicitor 


In the Matter of a Solicitor, and in an action of Judge v Green 
Abercrombie v Jordan, and In the Matter of E A Hunt 


Motions StanpInG ror JUDGMENT. 


In the matter of Johnson, a solicitor 
Marris v Truman, Hanbury & Co 


Crown Srp. 


Rules Standing for Judgment. 


‘The Queen v The Recorder of Birmingham 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS. 


For AnGumenrt. 


Northumberland, White v The Justices of East Division of 


Coquetdale Ward 


Bedfordshire, Gibbins v Jordan and another 


Buckinghamshire, Payne v Whecler 


Buckinghamshire, Payne v Jackson and another 


Lancashire, Martin v Barker 
Lancashire, Hardy v Atherton 

D Devonport Water Co v Canniford 
Liverpool, Henderson v Ambrose 


N , Cocke v Watts 
Goon, Morgan v Rees 


Cheshire, Davies v Wise (Cramer & Co, Claimants) 


Holton, Whittaker v Rhodes 
York, Karlason v Smithson & Co 


Stafford, Danks v West Bromwich Im ement Commissioners 
Eesex, lies y The Assessment Co of West Ham Union and 


Tsancashire, Lee & Son v Kearn and another 








York, Watkinson v Slingsby and anr : : 
Derby, Brass m v Keyworth Langford Friendly Society 
London, Colwell v Kidson : : 
Southampton, Alresford Rural Sanitary Authority v Scott 
Burnley, Mayor of Burnley v, Rawlinson 
Essex, Downes v Wellum 
Middlesex, Rudeforth vy Cox & Son and another 
London, Fox v Furber 
Middlesex, Wagner v Harris 
Cardigan, Jones v Jones 
Northampton, Woolston v The Midland Ry Co 
Metropolitan Police District, Gillingham vy Walker 
Devon, Jarvis and another v Tonki 
Berks, Culley v Charman 
Kent, Barker and others v Bayfield and others 
rby, Pearce v Scotcher 
York, Whittaker v Lowcock 
Barnsley, Dibb v Parker and others 
Sunderland, The Mayor of Sunderland v Marshall 
Liverpool, Hider and another v Harvey 
Surrey, Lewis v Cooper (Gibbons, Claimant) 
Sunderland, Middlemas v The Mayor of Sunderland 
Kent, Filmer v Barling and Wife 
Middlesex, Grimes and Wife v Shepherd 
Metropolitan Police District, Parkyns v Priest 


REVENUE PAPER. 


Attorney-General (Informant) and the Metropolitan Ry Co, and John 
Bell (Defendants) cause by English information 

Attorney-General (Informant) and the Metropolitan District Ry Cy, 
and George Hopwood (Defts) cause by English information 

Cases Statep Pursuant To 37 Vict., Cap. 16, 

Dodson, Surveyor, &c, v Walker & Maude 

Keen, Surveyor, &c, v Farlow 

The Homer Hill Colliery Co, limd, v Leech, Surveyor, &c 

The Great Western Ry Co v Musgrave, Surveyor, &¢ 

The Aberdare Rhondda Coal Co, &c, limd v Newman, Surveyor, & 

Chapman, Surveyor, &c v The Royal Bank of Scotlard 

Martin, Surveyor, &c v Trustees of Congregational Memorial Hall 

Dodson, Surveyor, &c v London and North Western Ry Co 

Improved Industrial Dwellings Co v Last, Surveyor, & 

Coomber, Surveyor, &c v The Justices of the County of Berks 

Stoker v Abbot, Surveyor, &c 

Whitwell, Surveyor, &c v Munby 3 

The Justices, &c, of the County of Warwick v Thrift, Surveyor, & 

Jeans, Surveyor, &c v E Crawshay and W Crawshay 

Caird, Surveyor, &c v Worthem 

The City Bank v Last, Surveyoi, &c 

Sun Fire Office Co v Ditto 

Jowett, Surveyor, &c v Moss (for Justices of Lancashire) 

Midland Ry Co v Blake, Surveyor, &c 

Last, Svrveyor, &c v The London Assurance Corporation 

Bowers, Surveyor, &c v The Justices of the Peace for Cumberland 

Pacey, Surveyor, &c v Horsley 

London and North Western Ry Co v Musgrave, Surveyor, &c 

Cottell, Inspector of Taxes v The Justices of the Co of Monmouth 

Wooten v Rolfe, Surveyor, &c 

Victoria Chambers Co, limd v Musgrave, Surveyor, &¢ 

The Justices of Kent v Lamarque, Surveyor, &c 

The Mayor, &c, of Manchester v Applegate, Surveyor, &c 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Boun, Lyp1a Marina, Guildford st, Russell sq. May 12. Robin 
son v Ommaney, Fry, J. Ommanney, Gt Winchester st 

CatTHERrat, Jane, Higher Kinnerton, Flint. May 10, Guest¥ 
Newnes, Fry, J. Flintt, Chester 

FiLooxs, Joun Harris, F me St Peter, Wilts, Gent. Mayé 
Nightingale v Dubourg, M.R. Norton. Salisbury 

HosxinG, Joun, Marazion, Cornwall, Gent. Apr 29. Birchall 1 
Hosking, M.R. Carter, Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane 

Hatt, Joskeu, Birmingham, Hay Dealer. May 10, Hall v Hal, 

» 3. Weekes, Birmingham 

SxeLKirx, Davrip Law, Chobham rd, Stratford, Engineer. Apr % 
Wiggins v Selkirk, Bacon, V.C. Bastard, Brabant ct 

Watnonn, Jonn, Great Ilford, Essex, Gent. May 6. Walrond? 
Lamb, M.R. Sharpe, Bedford row 

| Gazette, Apr. 8. 


Arrieton, Mary Any, South Molton st. May 10, Appleton v Apple 
ton, M.R. Harcourt, Moorgate st 

Davis, James, West Lavington, Wilts, Innkeeper, May 10, May 
10. Humby v Hyatt, M.R. Meek, Devizes 

Nexpuam, Josxen Mivxs, Newport, Mon, Mining Engineer. May 
6. Needham v Needham, V.C. Hall. Williams and Co, Newport 

Puen, Witt1aM, Shrewsbury, Painter. May 4. Pugh v. B 
V.0, Bacon. Wills and Watts, Carter lane, Doctor’s commons 

Warts, Wiit1aM, Kennington Park rd, Gent. Mag 12. Webb * 
Chamberlain, Fry, J. Chamberlain, Finsbury 6q : 

(Gazette, Apr. 12.J 


= 
Ayrrey, Groner, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. May 14. Nicholson 
; Wilson, Hull é 


v Anfield, Fry, J. ison 
Compx, James, Ormiston, Down Ireland, Iron Founder, May! 
Combe v Combe, M.R, Gibb Fenchurgh avenue 
Foster, Ann Mitxs, Little Woolston, Bucks, May 20, Lacon? 
Powell, V.C. Hall. ‘Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria st 
Farxe, Hewny, Gray's inn pl, Grays inn oy Soman, May 2. 
; ictoria, st 


Baker v Fryer, V.C, Bacon, Crouch, Queen 




































erland 


Cc 
ynmouth 
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GoopuirFE, Amos, Worthing, Gent. or 10. Goodliffe vy Wade 
Gery, V.C. Hall. Crosse, ter pl, Strand 

GoopFrELLOW, ANNE Rooke, May 20. West of England and South 
Wales District Bank v Tank, » J+ Coode, St Austell 


_ Huntstonz, Lyp1a Exizazetu, Blackfriars rd, Surgical Instrument } 
Apr 30, Hurlstone v Easton, V.C. Bacon, Easton, Clif- | Tgyyawr, James, Strand, Mineralogist. May 15. Patey and Warren, 


Maker. 
ford’s inn ( 

[v1nam, THomAsS, Brighton, Bootmaker. May 17. Brinton v Lul- 
ham, V.C. Hall. Stevens and Sons, Brighton 

MayyinG, JonN GripBxzE, Barestaple, Devon, Butcher. May 5. 
Devon and Cornwall Banking Co v Manning, Hall, V.C. 
Bromham, Barnstaple 

Marv, Joun GEorGx Durrretp, Cooper’s Creek, Queensland, Gent. 
Oct 21. Mayd v Mayd, M.R. Hale, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 

Moray, Joun, Llwynfedw, Carmarthen, Farmer, May 10. Morgan 
y Morgan, V.C. Hall. Phillipps, Carmarthen 

MveGcEripGr, Ricuarp MicHavx, Little Queen st, Westminster, 
Parliamentary Agent. May 17, Muggeridge v Badham, V.C. Hall. 
Wainwright, Staple inn 

Norman, JouN Paxton, Calcutta, =~ of the High Court. July 
12. Norman v Crump, M.R. Wood, Wrington 

PinFotp, WiLL1am, Lower Weedon, Northampton, Brick Manufac- 
turer. May 10. Orland v Snow, V.C. Hall, Rice and Burnett, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rwewar, Cuartes, Leighton Buzzard, Draper. May 30. Harris 
vy Pledger, V.C. Hall, Willis, Leighton Buzzard 

Watson, WILLIAM Hunter, Sunderland, Durham, Shipowner. May 
10. Watson v Watson, M.R., McKenzie, Sunderland 


[ Gazette, Apr. 15.] 
Britamy, Saran Awy, Earl’s ct rd, Old Brompton. May 16. Mark- 
by v Skurray, Fry J. Bowker, Gray’s inn sq 
Firmin, Wit11am Porter, Stebbing, Essex, Butcher. May 17. 
Firmin v Firmin, M.R. Snell, Dunmow 
Forp, Grorer, Gray’s inn rd. Junel. Wallis v Reynolds, V.C. 
Hall. James, Fleet st 
Grant, ALEXANDER, Brighton, Baker, May 5. Carter v Childs, 
V.C. Bacon. Stevens, Brighton 
Kay, Jamxs, Elton, Bury, Gent. May 18, Peel v Taylor, M.R. 
Grundy, Bury 
[Gazetie, Apr. 19.] 
Brit, Joun Hyper, Lincoln, Gent. May 17. Lake v Bell, M.R. 
Russell, Bedford row 


Bovenery, Sir Tuomas FrEtcHER Fenton, Aqualate Hall, Stafford 
, Bart. June 1. Twemlow v Boughey, V.C. Hall. Fisher an 


Hodges, Newport 
: LGazette, Apr. 22.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Asvrrow, Sopxta, Victoria grove West, Stoke Newington, May 21. 


Harris, Finsbury circus 
Barrow, Joun, Hilldrop crescent, Camden road, Clerk in Holy 


Orders. June 20. Barrow, Fitzroy sq 

Brett, Mary, Wakefield, Yorkshire, July 1, Harrison and Beau- 
mont, Wakefield 

Biron, James, Holderness, York, Yeoman. June 1, Watson and 
Sons, Hull 


BuakgmMork, Epwarp, Beckbury, Salop, Licensed Victualler, May 
9, Walker and Son, Wolverhampton 

Brown, Mary Ann, Chesterfield, Derby. June 11. Bunting, 
Chesterfield : 

Canitt, THomas, Albert gate, Doctor of Medicine. May 2. Parkers, 
Bedford row 

Carten, Rosert, Carisbrooke, Isle of Wight, Gent. May 20, Buckell, 

rt 


May 9. Andrews, Leo- 


ter 
Cuapwicx, Joun, Blackpool, Lancaster, Colliery Proprietor. May 
20. Davies and Co, Warrington 
Ctarxson, Mary Any, Derby Lodge, Clapton, June 24, 
and Farrar, Doctor’s Commons 
Crort, Wini1AM GitmorE, Gravesend, Grocer, Apr 30. Tolhurst, 
Gravesend 
Gatz, Grorar, Weston super Mare, Yeoman. June 24, Bakers 
and Co, Weston super Mare 
Gizson, Dorotuy, Coonen, Fivemiletown, Tyrone, Ireland, June 
1, Scaife, Edgware rd 
GLEDHILL, StEPHEN Witxrnson, Lindley, nr Huddersfield, Iron- 
monger. May 1. Ramsden and Co 
Hannay, James, H.M.’s Consul at Barcelona, in Spain, May 17. 
Welch, St Andrew’s, N.B. 
gored Josrrn, Oldham, Lancashire, Flagger. May 9. Shaw, 
m 


Jackson, Wititam Oniver, Ahanesk, nr Midleton, Cork, Esq. 
June 1, Sladen and Mackenzie, Delahay st, Westminster 
Kyow zs, Josrra, Knaresborough, York, Chemist, May 12, Powell, 


ugh 
Mayizy, Mary Aww, Wilton sq, New North rd, May 2], War- 
burton and De Paula, West st, Finsbury circus 
SFIELD, Frepexicx, Hove, Brighton, June 1, 
Co, Fenchurch st 
Bygr, Myer Rarnart, Mark lane, Merchant. May 16, Crump 
and Son, Philpot lane 
Morzison, Witu1am, New Bewick, Northumberland, Farmer, May 
7 Middiemas, Alnwick 
Pamarrton, Epvwarp, Plas-issa, nr Mold, Flint, Esq. May M4. 
and Co, Liverpool 
rane, Cuarnes, New Broad st, Merchant, May 14. Keays, Charles 


Newpo 
Cavz, Epwarp, Leominster, Plumber, 
mins 


Farrar 


Tamplin and 


; = Jams, Oxford, Gent, May 6, Morrell and Son, Ox- 


S8umMEs, Tomas, Buxton villas, Kast Dulwich, Gent. 


Apr 30, 
Smith and Batchelor, Greenwich 





Suirn, Cuarzes, Huddersfield, Pork Butcher. May 9. Laycock 
an , Huddersfield 

Surrx, Joun, Carlisle, Gent. June 8. Murray, Carlisle 

Srritrizs, Henry, Alnwick, Northumberland, Gent. June 11. Joel, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


London wall 
Tuynne, the Hon. and Rev. Jonny, Haynes, Bedford, Canon of 
Westminster. May 29. Farrer and Co, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Tvusss, Emity, Kirtley, Suffolk. May 14. Reeve 
TuRNLEY, JuLi1a Cxcriia, Herne Bay, Kent. May 28. Haynes and 
Clifton, Tokenhouse yard 
Waker, Micuazt, Clapham rd, Gent. May 16. Walker, Norfolk 
st, Strand 
Warsvrton, Jonny, New Ferry, Chester, Gent. July 1. Bridg- 
man and Co, Chester 
Wauittaker, WiLt1am, Worksop, Nottingham, Brickmaker. Junel. 
Coulson, Worksop 
WILisHirE, JanE McMcrpo, Tyler st, Regent st. May14. Bar- 
—— Old oo Mg: ia = sina 
ILLSHIRE, RAYMOND, er st, gent st, Newsagent, y 1 

Bartrum, Old Jewry chambers 

[ Gazette, Apr. 12.]. 


AtpripGz, THomas Henry, Waterloo pl, Shepherd’s Bush, Coal 

Merchant. May3l. Watson and Co, Bridge rd, Hammersmith 

Ames, Jamzs, Routh, Cardiff, Retired Boot and Shoe Dealer. June- 
1, Waldron and Son, Cardiff 

Brat, Ricnarp, Newbald, York, Farmer, May 25. Burland and: 
Son, South Cave, Yorkshire 

Betitamy, THomas, Charlotte st, Bedford sq, Architect. May 16. 
Bowker, Gray’s inn * 

Brrcu.ey, Joun, East Grinstead, Sussex, Retired Relieving Officer.. 
May 18, Head and Sons, East Grinstead 

eee ots Anerley, Gent. May 31. Miller and Wiggins, 

opthall ct 

Buriers, Bensyamin, Bentley Heath, South Mims, Farmer. June l, 
Osborn Boyes, Barnet 

Brown, AntHony Dopp, Alston, Cumberland, Miner. May 10. 
Bainbridge and Millican, Alston 

BuckianD, Francis Trevetyan, Albany st, Regent’s pk, Esq. 


July 2. Bennett, Lion 

Bucxtx, Witt1am, Weston super Mare, Esq. May 12. Crosse and 
Co, Lancaster pl, Strand ; 

Burier, Wit11aM, Percy villas, Upper Norwood, Cane Merchant, 


May 4. Finch, Borough High st, Southwark 

Carngs, CHartes Epwarp, Rochester terrace, Camden Town, Ware- 
houseman, May 12. Sawbridge, Milk st, Cheapside 

Crayton, Witt1aM, Great Dunmow, Essex, Merchant. Wade and 
Co, Great Dunmow 

Couns, Bensamin, Walworth rd, Beer Retailer, May 7. Keene-. 
and Co, Mark lane 

Coventry, Aveusta Harriet Hamittoy, Marsham, Great Yar-- 
mouth. May 25. Crawley and Arnold, Whitehall pl 

Curwen, Rossrt, Wood st, Cheapside, Gent. May 20. Sawhbridge,. 
Milk st, Cheapside 

Davseney, GEorGE MatruEws, Cheltenham, Esq. 
son, Bath 

Extis, Witt14M, Lancaster terrace, Regent’s Park. Junel, Wal-- 
tons and Co, Leaderhall st 

Evans, Evan, Bangor, Carnarvon. May 6. Owen Williams, Ban-- 
gor 

Fostsr, Richarp Wrtttam, Cross Brook, Stansfield, Todmorden, 
Halifax, Surgeon. May 25. Stansfield and Sager, Todmorden 

Frrsr, Joun, Pickering, York, Gent. May 1. Robert Kiteching,. 
Union Clerk, Pickering 

Gaur, Saran Exizasera, Clevedon, Somerset. May 20. Bakers. 
and Co, Weston super Mare 

GuLassPooLE, THOMAS, Blundeston, Suffolk, Gentleman. May 21. 


Reeve 

Hiearns, Wit11aM, Whiston, Northampton, Farmer. May 31. 
Britten and Browne, Northampton 

Hopson, Jonny, Weston, Nottingham, Yeoman, May 20. Marshall,. 
East Retford 

Jackson, Epwarp Patten, Orsett terrace, Esq. 
and Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Krrcxsy, Ann, Bramley, Leeds. Apr 30. Tunicliffe, Bradford 

Kyieut, THomas, Thatcham, Berks, Baker. Junel, Mecey an® 
Son, Thatcham 

Lawson, Lionen, Brook st, Hanover sq, Esq. July 30. 

Eaton and Son,. 


June 15, Wil- 


June 11. Simpson 


Cox,. 
Salter’s hall court, Cannon st 

Lrytanp, Raurn, Liverpool, Painter. 
Liver 

Loneman, EMANvED, Marston Magna, Somerset, Yeoman, May 20. 
Newmans and Co, Yeovil 

Lovrys, THomas Samust, Torquay, Devon, Gent. May 14, Tozer 
and Geare, Exeter . 

Macnenzis, Sretua, Woking, Surrey. May ll. Keighley and Co,. 
Philpot lane : 

Mason, Wrtt1uM Henry, Clapton, Coach Builder, June 24. Cox,. 
Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon st 

Moorr, Prrer, Great Cowden, York, Farmer, May 14, Sylvester 
and Son, Ladygate, Beverley 

Oventon, THOMAS, Yomlin'’s grove, Bow rd, Gent, May 24 God- 
win, Finsbury : : 

Pasmorx, Repxoca, New Windsor, Berks, Milliner, May 11, Phil- 
lips and Randle Ford, Windsor 

PoutarD, ExtzapetH, South Cerney, Gloucester, May 20, Coples- 
ton Townsend, Swindon _ 

Poutitt, JonatuaNy, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Common Brewer. May 
17. Holden and Holden, Bolton : 

l ton, Tasmania, Esq. 


Rexp, Henry, Mount P nr L 


June 1, 





May 23, Fowler and Perks, Leadenhall st 


al 
Rosson, Hunky, Lianover Lower, Monmouth, Miller, July L. 





Watkins, Pontypool 
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‘Sen, Set, Lianover Lower, Monmouth, July1. Watkins, 
Rein, Jace, Oxford, Gentleman. May 6, Morrell and Son, 
0: 


Stack, Samuzt, Chesterfield, Derby, Watchmaker. May 31. 
Gratton and Marsden, Chesterfield ; 
Srerxens, WILLIAM, Merthyr Taal, Glamorgan, Chemist, May 31. 
rthyr Tyd 


James and Co z 3 
Pay Joux LAMBERT Ingteli, York, a Captain in Her Majesty’s 
7th Hussars. May 23, tidsdale and Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Tot, Susrr, Campfield hill, Truro, May li, Carlyon and Son, 
1. Snowdon, Leeds. 


iness. J 
on, EvisHa Leeds, out of busi . 
ToLs . ’ '’ 3 ‘iff. i 


TURNER, Beoease Dageeh, Monmouth, 
Oakley. Monmou' 
earn’ Maps, Aston Netherthorpe, York. June 18, Broomhead 
and Ce, Sheffield 
WHITAKER, iy! maou 2 Eliza terrace, Bermondsey, Carpenter. May 
2. Lawes, Croydon 
i j . (Gazette, Apr. 15,] 


Barron, Cuaries Stepnen, Orsett terrace, Hyde pk, Esq. May 26. 
Clarke and Calkin, Great James.st, Bedford row 

Burgow, Rev Josern Asaton, St Martin’s pl, Trafalgar sq, Clerk. 
May 31. Swinburne and Mills, Bedford row ; 

Cuark, JosEePH, Dean st, Soho, Leather Merchant. May13. Child, 
Paul’s Bakehouse ct, Doctors’ Commons, é 

Coorsr, ExizapstsH, Eastbourne, Sussex. Junel. Pidcock, East- 
bourne 


Dowaup, Joun Rezp, Carlisle, Solicitor. June 4. Donald and 
Ostell, Carlisle $s 
Evans, Evan, Bangor, Carnarvon. May 6. Rev Owen Williams, 
landegai, nr Bangor 
FREEeLanp, ALEXANDER BAnkIER, Westermains, Croydon, 13, Great 
Saint Helen’s, Ship and Insurance Broker. June17. Dommett, 
Gresham st 


Garses, Lypis Mawyine, Hybernia rd, Hounslow. May 25. Gar- 
diner and Co, Uxbridge ; 

Humenreys, Joun, Berriew, Montgomery, Esq. Mayl. Harrison, 
Welshpool 


Kwyieut, Marrnew, Chideock, nr Bridport, Dorset, Gent. May 22. 
Howard, Melcombe Regis 
Suarx, Joun, Burnby, York, Farmer. June 30. Powell and 


Sargent, Pocklington : 
Femmeenn, Mane, Cotham Side, Bristol. May 20. Osborne and 
Co, Bristo 
WARrpurton, Samuzn, Denton, Lancaster, Gent. May 7. Smith, 


e 
Wit11aMs, Gzorez, Madron, Cornwall, Vice-Admiral in the Royal 
Navy. July 13. Trythall and Bodilly, Penzance 


(Gazette, Apr 19.] 


ArHERTON, Wiiu11M, Longsight, nr Manchester, Gent. June 11, 
Claye and Son, Manchester , 

Biapgs, Browntow Wiii1amM, West Bromwich, Stafford, Brick 
Manufacturer. Junel. Seaman, Wednesbury 

Biacpex, Rosert, Chase Side, Southgate, Edmonton, Gent. 
25. Howard and Shelton, Threadneedle st 

Buigackxtey, Witttam, Prestwich, Lancaster, Bleacher. 
Claye and Son, Manchester 

Born, Jouy, Birmingham, Brickmaker. 
ley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

CALLENDER, Ann, Stockton, Durham, May 13. Dodds and Co, 
Stockton-on-Tees 

Cazp, Joszrru, Acton, Bricklayer. May 16. Bohm, Old Jewry 

Dems Mary Anns, Pensax, Worcester. June 16. Gardner, Bewd- 


y 

Epwarps, Susanxa, Montagu hill, Bristol, June 24, Gregory and 
Son, Bristol 

Exvoxiper, Joun, Euston rd, Builder, Ley, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Espaite, Evwarp Jerrrizs, Taunton, Somerset, Esq. May 19. 
Foster, Wells 

Evaws, Evan, Bangor, Carnarvon. May 6. Williams, York place, 
Bangor 

Prissy, Artuvr, Chiseldon, Wilts, Esq. June 6. Kinneir and 
Tombs, Swindon 

Gitsext, Joszerx, Handsworth, Stafford, Electro-Plater. June 30. 
Wkateley and Co, Birtaingham 

Hagtiexy, Susannau Rosiypavz, Holland st, Kensington, June 
24. Tatton, Lower Phillimore place, Kensington 

Heruine, Francis, Trelawney, Altarnun, Cornwall, Yeoman, May 
28. White and Dingley, Launceston 

Hiemace, Joux, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. May 14. 
Christchurch 

Hinwey,| Wiritam, Coalbrookdale, Salop, Builder. Junel. Potts 
and Potts, Broseley 

Kevyrez, Jouyx, Burton Dassett, Warwick, Farmer, June l. Welch- 
man, Southam 

Kexte, Ricnsrzp, Burton Dassett, Warwick, Farmer. 
Welchman, Southam 

rs = a Joun, Liverpool, Gent. June 1. Hore and Co, Liver- 
poo! 

Lez, Fraxcis, Crediton, Devon, County Court High Bailiff. June 1. 
Hooper and Wollen, Torquay 

Lesuiz, Feuvinann Seymour, Ballibay, Monaghan, in Ireland, 
Lieutenant in H.M.’s Ist{Dragoon Guards. July 20, Bloxams and 
Ellison, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mooxz, Antnosy Jous, Sunderland, Durham, Gent. May 30. 
McKenzie, Sunderland 

Prancn, Guorce, Newland, Sherborne, Dorset, Tavern Keeper 
May 12. Davies, Sherborne 

Puncnasz, Eowaun, Ynis-y-gored, nr Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan- 
shire. May 2. Purchase, Neath 

Ricnaupson,'|Gronan’ Fisn, Leatherhead, Surrey, Esq. May 22. 


May 
June ll. 


May 2. Buller and Bick- 


dune 1, 


Sharp, 


June 1. 


Reeves, Exiza, Cochrane st, St John’s Wood. May 22. 

Surra, Tuomas, ‘Sunderland, Retired Master Mariner. 

‘Tin KLER, JosEPH, Elwick Hall, Durham,Farmer. June 1. Newty 
and Co, 8 


, Stockton on Tees 
‘Watson, Joszru, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Innkeeper. May 2, 
[ Gazette, Apr. 23) 


Whittle, Cleator 








A biographer of Judge Blackford, says the Albany. Lay 
Journaj, shows that the judge did not believe in de m# 
In prepating his opinions and the matter for his reports, he 
studied the art of punctuation; he read the best books. for 
style; searched the latest reports for law, and as far 
possible remodelled the opinions of his associates until it & 
said they became like his own, “clear, compact, and complete, 
carrying no weight of immaterial discussion, and losing m 
weight through grammatical leaks or rhetorical cracks,” 
‘He was equally exacting in the use and in the spelling of 
words,” Itis stated that while his eighth volume was in 
press, he delayed the entire establishment three days in 
order to determine the orthography of the word ‘‘ jenny,”s 
female ass, He had written it witha ‘‘g,” but finding it 
spelled differently, he was.not content to pass it until ever 
book in his library had ‘been searched, paying 125dols. for 
the delay occasioned to the press and printers. The word 
“muley,” a cow without horng, gave him great trouble, He 
traced it to the Irish “moileu,’”’ the name of a breed of 
cattle in Ireland, spelling it m-u-l-e-y, although he never 
felt satisfied with having suffered the use of the word, 
especially ag it had been ignored by lexicographers, Its 
stated that Mr. Jadah, a prominent lawyer of the S| 
boasted that he secured the delay of a decision for three 
years by simply suggesting to his Honour, who had the case 
in hand, that Chancellor Kent and Judge Story differed in 
their manner of spelling the word “ eleemosynary.” 












SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


vey 3.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the Mart, at 2 pm, 
reehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this 


week, P. 6). 
May 4.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, WATNEY & Co, at the Mart, 
at - a ean Ground Rents (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 6). 
May 6.—Mr. Perkins, at the Mart, at 2 p.m, Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
BraDrorD.—April 23, at No. 13, St. James’s-terrace, Regent's, 
park, the wife of J. Bradford, barrister-at-law, of a daug hter. 
MARRIAGES, 
BARNES—MITCHELL.—April 20, at Glasgow, John Gorell 
Barnes, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to 
Humpston, daughter of the late Thomas Mitchell, West 
Arthurlie. 
BioxaM—Bioxam.—April 20, at Guildford, Francis Richard 
Turner, eldest son of Richard Bloxam, of Eltham Court, 
Eltham, Kent, to Katherine Georgiana, daughter of the late 
Robert William Bloxam, ra Ryde, Isle of Wight. 
tATHS. 
BAaRNARD.—April 20, at 34, Compton-terrace, Highb Ny 
Mr. J. M. Barnard, solicitor, age 61. ) vee 
Morris.—April 21, at 9, Church-road, St. Leonard’s-on-Ses, 
John Spry Morris, late Commissioner of Crown Londs, Sur- 
veyor-General and Judge of the Probate Court, Halifax, Nova 
Scotis, aged 85. 








LONDON GAZETTES, 


Bankrapts. 
Farpay, April 22, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 





Dawson, Hart st, Bloomsbury sq 


Danson, Joseph, Rye lane, Peckham, Furniture Dealer. Pet Apr 
20. Siuseag? "May 6 at 11 ; 
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To Surrender in the Country. 

or, Sew te pc Sesto Pet Apr 9. Jones. 
(reaswell, Henry, Hereford, out of business. Pet Apr 20. Carless, 
jm. Hereford, May 7 at 12.30 . 


‘ Turspay, April 26, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Wicholson, John Thomas, City rd, Woollen Draper. Pet Apr 21. 
Murray. May llat ll ’ - - 
ign, Oleriens, Gainstoroagh, ‘Lineohs Lodging honse ‘Kaa 
n rissa, Gainsboroug incoln git use per. 
Pet Apr 21. Uppleby. Lincoln, May 16’at 11” 
Farley, Ric Kingston-upon-Hull, Glass Dealer. Pet Apr 23. 
Rollit, Kingston-upon-Hull, May 10 at 3 
Perbert, John Thomas, Bruntingthorpe, Leicester, Builder. Pet 
Apr23. Ingram. Leicester, May 10 at 12 
William Peart, (and not Pearl, as erroneously printed in the 
Gazette of 15th inst), Manchester, Grey Cloth Agent. Pes Apr 13. 
Lister. Manchester, May 2 at 12 
Williams, Seth, Abersychan, Monmouth, Grocer, Pet Apr 22. 
Davis. Newport, May 9 at 11 
Westbury, Robert, Manchester, Surgical Instrument Maker. Pet 
Apr 23. Lister. Manchester, May 9 at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, April 22, 1881. 
inhi. Frederick Audas, Wainfleet St Mary, Lincoln, Miller. 
pr 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, April 15, 1881. 
Amor, Charles, Hendon, Coal Merchant. May 2 at 3 at offices of 
Davies, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 
Auston, Edward, Gt Bentley, Essex, Farmer. May 6 at 3 at offices 
Turner and Co, East hill, Colchester 
Barben, Thomas, w in Furness, Grocer. May 6 at 11 at Im- 
Hotel, Barrow in Furness. Nalder and Jones, Barrow in 


Bartlett, Henry, Heytesbury, Wilts, Grocer. May 9 at 11.80 at offices 
of Wakeman and Bleek, Warminster 

apes, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer. April 30 at 10.15 at 

ces of James, Nelson sq, Newcastle under Lyme 

Bowen, Owen, Coal Exchange, Civil Engineer. May 9 at 2 at offices 
of Miller, Sherborne lane 

Brown, John, Prospect, Aspatria, Cumberland, Grocer. May 6 at 
12.16 at offices of McKeever, Market pl, Wigton 

Philip Harvey, jun, and John Harvey Bryant, Bromsgrove, 
orcester, Coach Builders. May 5 at 3 at offices of Rowlands and 
Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Bubb, Elizabeth, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Plumber. Apr 29 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, Gt Darkgate st, Aberystwith 

Byoroft, Charles Hewson, Belleau, nr Alford, Lincoln, Farmer. May 
Sat 2.30 at King’s Head Hotel, Louth. Rice and Co, Boston 

@hambers, William George, Laura villas, Leyton, Clerk. Apr 29 at 
4at 262 High Holborn. Staniland, North rd, Highgate 

Collett, Henry, Cowley, nr Cheltenham, Baker. May 5 at 2.30 at 
offices of Chesshyre, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Coney, James, Liverpool rd, Islington, Builder. May 10 at 2 at 
Vestry House, Christchurch passage, Newgate st. Robinson 

Davies, William, Treharris, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 2 at 1 at Mer- 
fyadi” Association, Broad st, Bristol. James and Co, Merthyr 

Dovell, James O’Hara, Canterbury, Licensed Victualler. May 5 at 
l2at offices of Mercer, High st, Canterbury 

Duffy, James, Middlesborough, Journeyman Tailor. May 6 at 2.30 
at oilices of Lewis, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

,» John, Manchester, Boot and Shoe Dealer, May 6 at 3 at 
offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 
ibbs, William, Birmingham, Iron Merchant. May 10 at 2 at Queen’s 
Hotel, Birmingham. Underhill 
» Robert, and Robert ‘Thompson, Carlisle, Woollen Manufac- 
turers. May 6 at 3 at Bush Hotel, Carlisle. Wannop, Carlisle 
Griffiths, John Alban, Chapel ter, Hornsey, Draper. May 4 at3 at 
8 of Cooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 
an, Jacob, Hartlepool, Durham, Auctioneer. 
offices of Asher, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Hammond, Edwin, Francis. st, Hackney rd, Cabinet and Brush 

Cutter. Apr 28 at 3 at offices of Widdecomb, Union ct, Old 
Broad st 

Migrcock, Thomas, St Helens, Lancaster, Painter. May 6 at 11 at 

ces of Cook, Hardshaw st, St Helens : 

Hickson, Robert William, Liverpool, Marine Insurange Broker. 
May 18 at 3 at offices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liver- 
pool. Harrison, Liverpool 

Hopkin, Henry, Batley, York, Grocer. 

ey. Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 

Howell, Mary, Shrewsbury. May 9 at 3 at offices of Clark and Sons, 
Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Huskinson, John Loveit, Nottingham, Dentist. May 6 at 3 at offices 
of , Severn chambers, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Jenkins, John, Porttenant, Swansea, Licensed Victualler, 

at offices of Leyson and Jones, Fisher st, Swansea 
» Mary Jean, Talbot rd, Bayswater. Apr 29 at 2 at offices of 
our, Copthall buildin, 

Tamb, William, Harby, Nottingham, Farmer. May 4 at 11 at offices 
of , jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 

Martin, John Kingston upon Hull, Draper, May 6 at 3 at offices of 
Summers, Manor st, Kingston upon Hull 

Mills, Thomas, Waltham, Kent, Farmer. 

Fleece, High st, Canterbury. Sparkes, Ramsgate 

Naylor, Frederick, St Albans, Herts, Wino Merchant, May 2 at 2 
at offices of Sydney, Leadenhall st 

live, Richaad, Bury, Lancaster, Railway Wagon Builder. May 9 


May 3 at 3 at 


May 4 at 3 at Talbot Hotel, 


May 2 at 


May 11 at 1 at Golden 








at 3 at B Committee room, Old Townhall, King st, Manchester. 

Sale and Co, Manchester . 
and Henry Peace, Caren West, ~_ ow. 

io, Buxton rd, Huddersfield wad 


and © 
Pollard, William, New Radford, Nottingham, Asphalter. May 2at 
3 at offices of Lees, Severn chambers, Middle pavement Notting- 


Reeve, Joseph, Leadenhall st. no occupation. May 6 at.2 at offices 
of Benham, Leadenhall st 
inson, David, and James Robinson, Godley, Chester, Hat Manu- 
facturers. May 5at3 at Clarence Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. 
Broadsmith, Hyde 
Rooker, James, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 29 at3 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Rowe, John, Manchester, Fruit and Potato Salesman. May 10.at 2 
at Cathedal Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester. Law, Manchester 
Rust, William Holyoake, Falconer’s Hall, Good Easter, Essex, 
Farmer. May 10 at3atCorn Exchange, Chelmsford. Duffield 
and Bruty, Chelmsford 
Salmon, Henry Harcourt, Witney, Oxford, Wool Stapler. May 3 at 
2 at offices of Gregson, Witney 
Sands, Arthur Henry, Clerkenwell rd, Picture Frame Manufacturer. 
May 2 at 12 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Hope, Chan- 
cery lane 
Shrimpton, Alfred, Redditch, Worcester, Needle Manufacturer. 
Apr 27 at 11 at Unicorn Hotel, Redditch, in lieu of the place ori- 
ginally fixed 
Smith, Thomas, Leigh, Worcester, out of business. May 4 at 3 at 
offices of Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome pl, Worcester 
Somers, George, Walsall, Stafford, Thee Victualler. May 7 at 
12 at offices of Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 
Taylor, John, Albion grove, Barnsbury, Butcher. Apr 20 at 12 at 
offices of Finch, Borough High st, Southwark 
Taylor, Samuel, Hockley, nr Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. 
May 5 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Walker, George, Wolverhampton, Cabinet Maker. May 6 at 3 at 
offices of Radcliffe, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 
Ward, John, Batley Carr, nr Dewsbury, York, out of business. May 
10 at 3 at offices of Ibberson, Westgate, Dewsbury 
Weller, Thomas Lower, Hastings, Sussex, Market Gardener. 
30 at 11 at offices of Mann, Claremont, Hastings 
Widdison, George, Nottingham, Shopkeeper. May 9 at 11 at offices 
of Black, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Yerbury, Friend Dyer, Queen st, Tobacconist. 
of Lord and McDonald, Queen Victoria st. 
Bishopsgate st, Without 
TvzEspay, April 26, 1881, 
Abraham. Isaac, Leeds, Provision Dealer. May 10 at 11 at Saracen 
Head Hotel, Boar Jane, Leeds 
Andrews, Townsend Charles, Moses gate, nr Bolton, Lancaster, 
Commission Agent. May 12 at 2 at Midland Hotel, New st, Bir- 
mingham. Whittingham, Bolton 
Anker. Charles, jun., Fletton, Huntingdon, Innkeeper. May 12 
at 11 at offices of Hart, Priestgate, Peterborough 
Atkinson. William, Rochdale. Lancaster, Smallware Dealer. 
May 10 at 3 at offices of Molesworth, Central Chambers, The Walk 
Rochdale 
Bateman, Frederick William, Fishponds, Gloucester, Grocer. May 9 
at 12 at 39, Broad st, Bristol. Salisbury 
Bell, Ruth, High Colehill, Cumberland. May 12 at 11 .at offices of 
Dobinson and Watson, Bank st, Carlisle 
Bell, Elizabeth, Wes Lutton, York, Blacksmith. May 11 at 2 at 
offices of White, Gt Driffield 
Berry, Thomas, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Brush Manufacturer. 
May 11 at 3 at offices of Rowlands, Corporation chmbrs, Ann st. 
Birmingham 
Boas, Eli, New Wertled, Leeds, Tobacconist. May 6 at3 at office 
of Brook, East Parade, Leeds 
Boe, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tronmonger. May 6 at 3 ai 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Bowen, Matthew, and Andrew Bowen, Newtown, Stourport, Wor- 
cester, Builders. May 12 at 12 at offices of Corbett, Avenue 
House, Worcester 
Bradley, William Vincent, Sitingborne, Kent, Baker. 
at offices of Gibson, High st, Sittingborne 
Brodhurst, Agnes Ann, Hednesford, Stafford, Boot and Shoe Maker 
May 9 at 11 at offices of Stanley, Bridge st, Walsall 
Brookes, Henry, Frimley, Surrey, Journalist. May 18 at 12 at 
offices of Foster, Victoria rd, Aldershot 
Brookes, Owen, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Chemist. 
at Queen Hotel, Chester 
Brookes, David William, High st, Hampstead, Greengrocer. May 
11 at3 at offices of Reader, Holborn Viaduct. Kilby, Holborn 
Viaduct 
Bruton, John, Swansea, Provision Dealer, 
cery lane. Woodward, Swansea 
Bull, Robert George, Calne, Wilts, Farmer. 
downe Arms Hotel, Calne. Henly, Calne 
Caley, Murkin Lawrence, Tonbridge, Kent, Architect. May 12 at 
12 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Walker, Tonbridge 
Chaplain, Francis Henry, Lower Wick, Worcester, Artist. May 9 
at 12 at offices of Pidcock and Sons, Foregate st, Worcester 
Clapham, Richard, Finedon, Northampton, Farmer. May 6 at 21 at 
offices of Pearse & Co, Market pi, Wellinborough . 
Clark, James, Westerham, Kent. Baker. May 10 at 5 King's Arms 
Hotel, Westerham, Richardson, Edenbridge 
Clark, Thomas, Bexley Heath, Builder. May 6 at 3 at offices of 
Swaine, King st, Cheapside 
Clemetson, James, Pembury, Kent, Baker. May 6 at 11 at offices of 
Burton, Dyott terrace, Tunbridge Wells 
Cohen, Joseph Magnus, Dalston lane, Hardware Dealer. May 10 at 
3 at offices of Dear, Gresham st 
Cox, Hannah, Yeovil, Somerset, Grocer- May 16 at 11 at offices of 
Bollen, South st, Yeovil 
Cranmer, James, Harpurhey, nr Manchester, Engraver to Calico 
Printers. May 7 at 11 at the Crown and Thistle Hotel, Cathedral 
yard, Manchester, Bennet, Salford 


Apr 


May 6 at 2 at offices 
Brighten and Co, 


May ll at 11 


May 12 at 12.30 


May 4 at 3 at 58, Chan- 
May 7 at 12 at Lans- 
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Crocker, Alfred, Sherborne, Dorset, Grocer. May 7 at 11.30 offices ta 
of Davies, Newland. Sherborne . 

Curdling, Alexander Foster, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Draper, May 13 
at 11 at the Fox Hotel, Stowmarket. Gudgeon, Stowmarket - 

Davis, Joseph, Lambeth walk, Chira Dealer. May 6 at3 at offices 
of Reynolds, Furnival’s-inn 

Dore, Peter, New Swindon, Wilts, Farmer. May 7 at 10 at offices of 
Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swindon < 

Downing, Frederick, Worcester, Maltster, May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Forrest, Church st, Oldbury ; 

Elliott, George Henry Crosspool, York, Builder. May 9 at 2 at 
offices of Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 

Errington, George, and Louis Joseph Errington, Mansford st, Cor- 
set Manufacturers. May 11 at 2 at offices of Tatham and Co, 
Queen Victoria st 4 

Evans, John, Rev, Llanwrst, Denbigh. May 9 at 2 at the Grosvenor 
Hotel, Chester. James, Llanrwst 

Evans, Morgan, Gilfach Goch, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 10 at 3 at 
Queen’s Hotel, Cardiff. Morgan, Pontypridd 

Fletcher, Charles Robert, Nottingham, Boot Factor. May 11 at 3 
at offices of Hincks, Bowling Green st, Leicester : 

+ Foulds, Thomas, Kegworth, Leicester, Haberdasher. May 10 at 12 

at offices of Clifford, Churchgate, Loughborough 

Goldsmith, James, Crowborough. Rotherfield, Sussex, Builder. 
May 5 at 4 at Church rd, Tunbridge. Stone and Simpson 

Goodhew, Walter, Faversham, Kent, Chimney Sweeper. “May 13 at 

~ 11 at offices of Gibson. High st, Sittingbourne 

Gray, Elijah James, Hollingworth Lake, nr Rochdale, Refreshment 
Room Keeper. May 6 at 3 at offices of Molesworth, Central chms 
The Walk, Rochdale 

Green, Richard, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, Greengrocer. 
May 12 at 11 at offices of Fisher ard Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Greenwood, Joseph, Kingston upon Hull, Horehound Beer Manu- 
facturer. May 9at1l at George Hotel, Whitefriar gate, Hull. 
Spurr, Hull 

Grime, Thomas, Flint. Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. May 10 at 2 
at Midland Hotel, ‘New st, Birmingham, Sargent and Son, Bir- 
mingham 

Hancock, Frederick Richard, Exmouth, Devon, Hairdresser. May 9 
at 11 at offices of Mr. Richard Southcot, Post Office st, Bedford 
circus, Exeter i 

Hidden, George, Hungerford, Berks, Music Seller. May 9 at 12.30 
at Three Swan Hotel, Hungerford, Lucas, wh gf 

Hill, Alexander Charles, Lancaster, a captain in her Majesty’s 
Navy. May 9 at3 at offices of Forrester Addie, Albert street, 
Fleetwood 

Hill, Hudson, New Brighton, Morley, York, Stone Mason. May 6 
at 3 at Victoria Hotel, Great George st, Leeds. Watson, Leeds 

Hogben, Charles, Chatham, out of business. May-9 at 11 at offices 
of Reynolds Norman, High st, Chatham 

Holland, James, Castle Northwich, Chester, Stone Merchant. May 
ahd 3 at offices of Cheshire and Son, Applemarket street, North- 
wic 

Hooke, Matthew, Peterborough, Northampton, Cabinet Maker. 
May 10 at 12 at offices of Vergette and Buckle, Market st, Peter- 
borough 

Houghton, Samuel, Runcorn, Grocer. May 5 at 2 at offices of Hitchen, 
Bank chambers, Runcorn 

Humphreys, James Rone, Lamborne, Berks, Trainer, 
at offices of Sykes, Old Broad st 

Hurley, Morris, Nailton st, Caledonian rd, Cab Proprietor. May 16 
at 3 at offices of Wenn, Newgate st 

Johnson, Richard, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. May 6 
at 12 at offices of Warmington; Castle st, Dudley 

Johnson, Samuel Welton, Yardley, Worcester, Hatter’s Assistant. 
May 9 at3 at offices of Horton, Imperial chmbrs B, Colmore row, 
Birmingham. Horton, Birmingham 

Jopling, Henry, Leeds. Leather Merchant. May 6 at 1 at offices of 

ooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Joyce, Richard, Burton-on-Trent, Joiner. May 6 at 3 at offices of 
Bright, High st, Burton-on-Trent 

Joynes, Simeon, Leafield, Oxford, Grocer. May 11 at 11 at Crown 
Hotel, Chipping Norton. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

Lamb, James William, Lonsight, nr Manchestr, Builder. May 11 at 
3 at offices of Rylance, Essex st, Manchester 

Leeming, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Farmer. May 7 at 11 atthe 
King’s Arms, Dalton road, Barrow-in-Furness. Sims, Barrow-in- 
Furness 

Lewis, Frederick, Falcon Market, Clapham Junction, Stationer. 
May 10 at 2 at offices of Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewry 
ehbrs. Nicholls, Gresham st 

Lewis, Giles, Upper Kennington lane, Cattle Medicine Vendor May 4 
at 3 at offices of Sheppard, Upper Kennington lane 

Meech, Frederick, Weymouth, Dorset, Seedsman. May 12 at 11.45 
at offices of Howard, East st, Melcombe Regis 

Moseley, Edwin John, Boylestone, Derby, Farmer. May 5 at 12.30 
at offices of Robotham, St Alkmund’s chchyd, Derby 

Moseley, John, Boylestone, Derby, Farmer. May 6 at 12 at offices of 
Robotham, St Alkmund’s chchyd, Derby 

Mulligan, Thomas, Batley, York, Grocer. May 9 at 2.30 at offices 
of Booth and Sons, Hanover street, Batley. Watts and Son, 


ey 
Norton, John Postle, Enfield, Grocer. May 6 at3 at offices of Pedley 
and Bartlett, Bush lane, Cannon st 
Owen, John, Bodaled, Fourcrosses, Merioneth, Dairyman. May 5 at 
1 at Commercial Hotel, Portmadoc. Jones and Jones, Portmadoc 
Pardon, George, Scarborough, Fisherman, May 9 at 2 at offices of 
Kick, Newborough st, Scarborough 
" Jane, and Fanny Parsons, Dawlish, Dorset, Grocers, 
May 9 at 3 at offices of Brennand, Blandford 
Philip, Richard, and Miles Hall, Morley, York, Cloth Manufac- 
turers. May 6 at 12 at offices of Hewson, Albion st, Leeds. Mal- 


May 10 at 1 


colm 

Polley, Frederick John, Ipswich, General Grocer, May 18 at 11 at 
offices of Pollard, St Lawrence st, Inswich 

Powell, George Benjamin, Nottingham, Surgeon. May 13 at 3 at 
offices of Whittingham, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Price. Eliza Ann, Stockwell rd, Stockwell, Grocer. May 11 at 2 at 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Collins 





Radclyffe, William, High st, Camden Town, Jeweller. 1 
at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Dennis, St Job 
Croydon . 

Ralphs, Thomas, Market Drayton, Salop, Coal Dealer. 
at Royal Hotel, Nantwich rd, Crewe. Hawthorn, M 

ton 

Riley, William, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. May 7 at11 at 
Dunn and French, East parade, Leeds 

Roberts, Samuel, Stoke upon Trent, Beerhouse Ki r. Mi 
11.30 at offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley . 

Robinson, Edward, Bristol, Lodging-house Keeper. May 
at offices of Tricks and Co, City Chambers, Nicholas st, 
Osborne and Co, Bristol 

Robinson, Henry, Great James st, Bedford row, Builder, 
at 3, at offices of J. Ronald Shearer, Basinghall st 
Harte, Moorgate st . 

Royston, Mart Hoyland Nether, York, Innkeeper. May 10 
at offiees of Parker and Hickmott, Regent st, Barnsley | = 

Savage, James, Bennington, nr Stevenage, Hertford, Bj 
May 11, at 4.30, at Dimsdalé Arms, Fore st, Hertford. 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Shaw, William, Swinton, York, Innkeeper. May 9, at 12, at @ 
of Gray, Eastgate, Barnsle: : 

Sheldon, James George, Brighton, Builder. 
of John Vernon and Go, Moorgate st : 

Skeavington, Robert, Cotmanhay, Derby, Farmer. May 9 
offices of Stevenson, 11, Week-day Cross, Nottingham 

Smith, John, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Corn Dealer. May 9 
offices of Page and Padley, Mill st, Market Rasen 4 

Soulsby, Edward, Waterloo, Northumberland, Baker. May 10. 
at offices of Lynn, 10, Waterloo pl, Biv : 

Stark, George, Truro, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. May 5 atl, 
offices of Paull, Quay st, Truro aN 

Steel, William, St Leonards-on-Sea, Builder, May 3 at 12 at offig 
of Phillips, 60, Cambridge rd, Hastings ~ . 

Swears, William Arthur, Chicksand-st, Whitechapel, ‘Blind 
facturer. May 11 at3 at 58, Chancery lane. Smith, Savoy 

Taplin, Walter William, Lincoln, Boot and Shoe Manufachi 
May 10, at 11, at offices of Page the Younger, Flaxengate, 

Thomas, James, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Boot and Shoe ¥ 
facturer. May 16, at 3, at office of Tennant. and Jones, Ab 

Thompson, William, Ettingshall, Sedgley, Maltster. May 9, 
at offices of Whitehouse, Queen st, Wolverhampton- ae 

Thornes, John, Cottingham, York, Saw Miller. May 6, at 

George Hotel, Whitefriargate, Hull. Spurr, Hull : ope 

Tibbett, Thomas Adams, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Licensed V 
ler. . May 10, at 2, at offices of Addison, High st, Brierley-h 

Turr, Gervas, Attercliff, York, out of business, es 2 9, at 
Elephant Hotel, Doncaster. Parkin and Co, Epworth, 
Rotherham : 

Wallwork, Thomas, Liverpool, Auctioneer. May7 at 1 at 1, I 
chmbrs, Hanover st, Liverpool 

Webb, Henry Arthur, and Richard Smith, Brierley: Hi 
Ironmasters. May 6at 11.30 at Great Western Hotel, Mo 
street, Birmingham. Homfray and Holberton, Brierley 

Weight, Robert, Stroud, Gloucester, Grocer. May 11 at12 
Hotel, Stroud. Smith and Stafford, Stroud 

Westmoreland,’Charles, Market Rasen,jLincoln, Miller. 

1] at offices of Chambers, King st, Market Rasen 

itford, Richard, jun, Worcester, Provision Merchant. 
(and not the 27th as erroneously printed in the Gazette l 
inst), at offices of Halford, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcesier 

Williams, David, Furnace. Llanelly, Carmarthen, Builder, Maj 
11 at offices of Howell, Stepney st, Llanelly 

Williams, Henry Mansel, Pembroke, Draper. May 12 at 11 at 
of Brown, Assembly Rooms, Pembroke se 

Wills, Edward, jun, Worcester, Fruiterer. May 6 at 11 at offices ( 

May 9 at 3 at office 


Allen and Beauchamp, Sansom pl, Worcester 
Wilton, Joseph, Cardiff, 7Licensed Victualler. 
eS aw and'Co, Albert chmbrs, High st, Ca . Stephen 
iff. 5 es 
Woodhouse, John, Banningham, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer. May5 
12 4 offices of Daly, Guildhall chambers, Upper Market, 
wic! 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


“Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, witht 
excess of fat extracted. gh 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly di 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable 
Irvalids and Children.” ‘ - 

Highly commended by the entire Medica )Press. 

Boeing without sugar, spice, or other admixturé, it suits all 
Keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength o 0 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and In REALITY CHBAPM 
than such Mixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful toa 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheaper 
aheter Chocolate, and may be taken when richér chocolate is 

ibited, : : 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and G 

Charities on Special Term’ by the Sole Proprietors, — 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, w.c. 


May 12, at 3, at off 








AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 

inserting iculars in their FREE MONTHLY ' 
of ESTATES, TOWN and COUNTRY HOUSES, Furnished ¢ 
Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be had GRATIS at their Offices, 
post-free for two stamps. Published on the Ist of the month,® 
particulars for insertion should be sent not later than five aa 
previous to end of preceding month. 

Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surveys. 


Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall East,-S.W. 











